Attitudes and Perceived Needs of Northeast Tennessee Educators Toward Effecting the Practice of Inclusion by Cox, David A.
East Tennessee State University
Digital Commons @ East
Tennessee State University
Electronic Theses and Dissertations Student Works
August 1994
Attitudes and Perceived Needs of Northeast
Tennessee Educators Toward Effecting the Practice
of Inclusion
David A. Cox
East Tennessee State University
Follow this and additional works at: https://dc.etsu.edu/etd
Part of the Educational Administration and Supervision Commons, and the Special Education
and Teaching Commons
This Dissertation - Open Access is brought to you for free and open access by the Student Works at Digital Commons @ East Tennessee State
University. It has been accepted for inclusion in Electronic Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Digital Commons @ East
Tennessee State University. For more information, please contact digilib@etsu.edu.
Recommended Citation
Cox, David A., "Attitudes and Perceived Needs of Northeast Tennessee Educators Toward Effecting the Practice of Inclusion" (1994).
Electronic Theses and Dissertations. Paper 2663. https://dc.etsu.edu/etd/2663
IN FORM ATIO N TO  USERS
This manuscript has been reproduced from the microfilm master. UMI 
films the text directly from the original or copy submitted. Thus, some 
thesis and dissertation copies are in typewriter face, while others may 
be from any type of computer printer.
The quality of this reproduction Is dependent upon the quality of the 
copy submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality 
illustrations and photographs, print bleedthrough, substandard margins, 
and improper alignment can adversely affect reproduction.
In the unlikely, event that the author did not send UMI a complete 
manuscript and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if 
unauthorized copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate 
the deletion.
Oversize materials (e.g., maps, drawings, charts) are reproduced by 
sectioning the original, beginning at the upper left-hand comer and 
continuing from left to right in equal sections with small overlaps. Each 
original is also photographed in one exposure and is included in 
reduced form at the back of the book.
Photographs included in the original manuscript have been reproduced 
xerographically in this copy. Higher quality 6* x 9" black and white 
photographic prints are available for any photographs or illustrations 
appearing in this copy for an additional charge. Contact UMI directly 
to order.
UMI
University Microfilms International 
A Bell & Howell Information Company 
300  North Z eeb Road. Ann Arbor, Ml 48105*1346 USA 
313/761-4700 800/521-0600
Order Num ber 0502058
A ttitudes and perceived needs o f northeast Tennessee educators 
toward effecting the practice of inclusion
Cox, David Alan, Ed.D.
East Tennessee State University, 1994
UMI
300 N. Zccb Rcl.
Ann Arbor, MI 48106
ATTITUDES AND PERCEIVED NEEDS OF NORTHEAST TENNESSEE 
EDUCATORS TOWARD EFFECTING 
THE PRACTICE OF 
INCLUSION
A Dissertation 
Presented to 
the Faculty of The Department of 
Educational Leadership and Policy Analysis 
East Tennessee State University
In Partial Fulfillment 
of the Requirements for the Degree 
Doctor of Education 
in
Educational Leadership
by
David Alan Cox 
August 1994
APPROVAL
This is to certify that the Graduate Committee of
DAVID ALAN COX 
met on the
fourteenth day of July, 1994.
The committee read and examined his dissertation, 
supervised his defense of it in an oral examination, and 
decided to recommend that his study be submitted to the 
Graduate Council and the Associate Vice-President for Research 
and Dean of the Graduate School, in partial fulfillment of the 
requirements for the degree of Doctor of Education in 
Educational Leadersh*™
Chairman,, Graduate Committee
Signed on behalf of 
the Graduate Council
Asi    earch and
Dean of the Graduate School
ii
ABSTRACT
ATTITUDES AND PERCEIVED NEEDS OF NORTHEAST TENNESSEE 
EDUCATORS TOWARD EFFECTING 
THE PRACTICE OF 
INCLUSION 
by
David Alan Cox
This study examines the attitudes and perceived needs of 
Northeast Tennessee educators toward effecting the practice of 
inclusion in the public schools. The purpose of this study is 
to determine from the perspective of principals, regular 
education teachers, and special education teachers their 
current perceptions of inclusion, and what preparations or 
changes are needed to help educators succeed in inclusionary 
practices.
The approach of this study is descriptive and utilizes 
data that was generated by the means of a survey instrument 
that was developed for use in this study. Areas of data 
presentation include: examination of demographic information; 
analysis of responses relevant to attitudinal, 
curriculum/instructional, and administrative aspects of 
inclusion; and analysis of responses in regard to inclusion as 
an effective practice and educators’ willingness to include 
students with disabilities.
findings of this study emphasize the perceived need for 
additional in-service opportunities for educators and for 
alternative instructional methods, materials, and strategies. 
This study found that educators who had more experience 
working with students who have disabilities are more 
supportive of inclusionary practices. Educators who have more 
years of experience were found to be less willing to include 
students with disa bilities into regular classrooms.
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION
Since the passage of the Education for All Handicapped 
Children Act, (PL 94-142, 1975), there has been a great deal 
of discussion as to how this legislation has effected public 
education. The thrust following 94-142 was the 
identification and the delivery of service to students with 
disabilities, most of the time in the form of isolated 
"pull-out" programs (Sailor, 1991).
With the legislative revisions manifested in PL 101-476 
(1990), the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
(IDEA), the emphasis shifted from identification to outcomes 
for children with handicapping conditions. There is a 
growing body of educational research that supports a plan 
for total inclusion of students with disabilities, or 
handicaps into the regular curriculum because of the 
indications that children with handicaps tend to learn 
better when they are educated with their non-handicapped 
peers (Casey, Jones, Kugler, & Watkins 1989; Villa & 
Thousand, 1989; York, Vandercook, Macdonald, & Wolff, 1989).
For nearly 25 years teachers in the general education 
classrooms have customarily not experienced teaching 
students with moderate or severe disabilities, and feel 
inadequate or intimidated by regulations and procedural 
requirements to effectively teach those students (Raynes,
1
2Snell, & Sailor, 1991). Others simply may not want to have 
to plan, supplement, or alter the way that they teach.
In addition to the movement toward inclusive education, 
there are others who support yet another wave of reform, 
called the Regular Education initiative (REI), or the 
General Education Initiative (Will, 1984, 1986). Madeline 
Will, who served as the Assistant Secretary of the Office of 
Special Education and Rehabilitative Services of the United 
States Department of Eduction, urged educators to consider 
restructuring special education programs in accordance with 
the recommendations of Wang, Reynolds, and Walberg (1986).
These proponents of the REI have made several 
assertions. Based upon these assertions, the current system 
of educating the handicapped: (a) exists as a separate
system from the regular education system; (b) over- 
identifies handicapped students by failing to return them to 
regular classes on a full-time basis; (c) denies willing 
regular education teachers the opportunity to teach 
handicapped students in the regular classroom, thereby 
reducing the effectiveness of such services; (d) utilizes 
unnessicarily cumbersome procedures to assure that the due 
process rights afforded under PL 94-142 are provided (Smith, 
1990; Gartner & Lipsky, 1987; Lilly, 1986; Reynolds, Wang, & 
Walberg, 1987; Singer, 1988; Stainback & Stainback, 1984; 
Will, 1986).
Supporters of REI say the regular classroom should be
3configured so that mildly handicapped children could be 
taught alongside their non-handicapped peers (Viadero,
1989). While the REI proposals would form a continuum of 
student assistance in the service delivery system, there is 
general agreement that regular educators are to have primary 
instructional responsibility for students with mild 
handicaps (Phillips, Allred, Brulle, & Shank, 1990).
Perhaps one of the most pronounced differences between 
the REI and the Inclusive Education movement is that the 
latter would advocate that in addition to those students 
with mild handicaps, students with more severe disabilities 
should be included in all general education classes. 
Stainback, Stainback, and Forrest (1989) prescribe specific 
and extensive strategies and guidelines to achieve this 
concept of total inclusion.
Although the concept of inclusion is accepted by many 
educators, there are those who are resistant to make the 
change from educating students with special needs from an 
existing system of "pull-out" instruction toward a more 
inclusive instructional mode. These gaps that exist between 
the acceptance of the concepts of inclusion and the practice 
of inclusion appear to be barriers that impede the 
implementation of inclusive schooling practices.
Lieberman (1985) likened the REI to being a "shotgun 
wedding" in which the bride (regular educators) had not been 
consulted. His conclusion was that regular educators were
4not "willing to participate in such a marriage."
To the contrary, Fuchs, Fuchs, and Fernstrom (1992) 
believe that a primary reason for the lack of integration is 
the incorrect belief that integration is dependent on the 
goodwill and positive attitude of the general classroom 
teacher. They further suggest that the real barrier is the 
lack of transfer skills and supports for students to make 
the change from special education to general education.
Lieberman's remarks and other insurgency to the 
practice of inclusive schooling represent significant 
obstacles that must be overcome if the needs of all students 
are to be met in regular classrooms. Gootsma (1993) states, 
"The current challenge for proponents of inclusion is to 
identify the most appropriate methods and procedures to 
facilitate the smooth implementation of the inclusion 
philosophy" (p. 2).
Statement of the Problem 
Inclusive education practices are becoming increasingly 
supported and mandated through litigation. A growing body 
of educational research also advocates movement toward more 
inclusive educational settings for students with 
disabilities. At this point in time many educators feel 
unprepared to meet this new challenge because they do not 
know what preparations or changes are needed to make 
inclusion a successful practice.
5Purpose of the Study
The purpose o£ this study was to determine, from the 
perspective of principals, special education teachers, and 
regular education teachers their current perceptions of 
inclusion, and what preparations or changes are needed to 
help educators succeed in inclusionary practices.
Research Questions
1. Is the inclusion of students with disabilities in 
regular classrooms an effective practice as perceived by 
principals, general education, and special education 
teachers?
2. To what extent are general education teachers, 
special education teachers, and principals willing to 
include students with special needs within the regular 
classroom?
3. What are the needs of educators in terms of 
educational materials to effectively facilitate the practice 
of inclusion?
4. What are the needs of educators in terms of 
administrative supports to effectively facilitate the 
practice of inclusion?
5. What are the needs of educators in terms of 
curriculum and instructional practices to effectively 
facilitate the practice of inclusion?
66. What are the beliefs of principals, general 
education teachers, and special education teachers about the 
effect of inclusion on typical, or non-handicapped students?
7. Are there any significant relationships between 
demographic variables and the responses elicited from the 
survey items?
Null Hypotheses for Research Question 7
H„l: There will be no significant differences in the 
responses of males and females on all 
sub-scales.
H„2: There will be no significant difference in the 
willingness to include based on the respondent's 
level of education.
H03: There will be no significant difference in the 
perception that inclusion is an effective 
practice based on the level of experience in 
working with students who have disabilities.
H04: There will be no significant difference in the
willingness to include students between educators 
who work in elementary schools and educators who 
work in middle schools and high schools.
H05: Responses by principals, general education
teachers, and special education teachers will not 
be significantly different in the areas: 
attitudinal; curriculum and instruction;
7administrative supports; effective practice; and 
willingness to include,
H06: There will be no significant difference in the
perception that inclusion is an effective practice 
between educators who hold elementary 
certification and those who do not.
H07 : There will be no significant relationship between 
years of experience and the willingness to include 
students with disabilities into regular 
classrooms.
Significance of the Problem 
Many professionals agree that inclusion is beneficial 
to both students with special needs and typical students 
(Sailor, 1991). There are, however, still many schools that 
have not addressed the issue, or appear to be reluctant to 
move more progressively toward the practice of inclusion.
It is important to identify those significant needs that 
exist which inhibit the implementation and practice of 
inclusion.
Effective educational leadership is needed in 
curricular, social, and physical structuring levels to guide 
schools through this increasingly mandated movement in 
public education, stretching the existing boundaries of 
beliefs, attitudes, and models of service delivery 
(Salisbury & Smith, 1991).
In order to design and implement effective, proactive 
plans to restructure the delivery of special services in 
more inclusive settings, it is crucial to determine 
principals', special education teachers', and general 
education teachers' attitudes toward the practice of 
inclusion, their concerns and reservations, and their 
estimation of what it would take to make inclusion a 
successful practice. This information is essential to 
better design training programs for educators to effectively 
educate students in their least restrictive setting.
Assumptions
1. There are identifiable attitudinal, curricular, and 
administrative needs perceived by principals, general 
education teachers, and special education teachers regarding 
the implementation and practice of inclusive schooling which 
can be ranked and prioritized.
2. The respondents selected for the survey are 
representative of the total population of elementary and 
middle school principals, general education and special 
education teachers in the First Educational District of 
Tennessee.
Limitations
This study is limited by the following factors:
1. The responses analyzed were limited to those
9investigated by the researcher.
2. The responses to the research questions were 
limited to those generated by the survey instrument.
3. The respondents were limited to those who were 
randomly selected to participate in the study from the First 
Development District of Northeast Tennessee.
Definition of Terms 
First Educational District of Tennessee; School districts 
in Northeast Tennessee including Carter, Cocke, Greene, 
Hancock, Hawkins, Johnson, Sullivan, Unicoi, and Washington 
Counties and the cities of Bristol, Elizabethton, 
Greeneville, Johnson City, Kingsport, Newport, and 
Rogersville.
Inclusion/Inclusive Education: A commitment to educate each
child, to the maximum extent appropriate, in the school or 
classroom he or she would otherwise attend, bringing in 
supports when necessary, and requiring only that the child 
benefit from being in the class {Rogers, 1993) .
Regular/General Education Teacher: Any teacher who teaches
students in a setting that is typical, and may not possess 
certification in Special Education. The professional 
literature uses the terms regular and general education 
interchangeably.
10
Special Education Teacher: Any Teacher who is certified in
Special Education and serves students with Learning 
Disabilities, and/or handicaps directly or on a consulting 
basis.
Principal: The administrative and instructional leader of
the school.
Procedures
1. The researcher reviewed current, relevant 
educational literature.
2. The researcher formulated research questions and 
defined the scope of the study.
3. The researcher developed and field-tested a survey 
instrument that was designed to answer the research 
questions posed in the study.
4. The researcher identified the respondents through a 
process of stratified random sampling from the population of 
special education teachers, general education teachers, and 
principals in the First Educational District of Northeast 
Tennessee.
5. Respondents participated in the study by completing 
and returning the survey instrument that was developed by 
the researcher.
6. Data collected from the instrument were analyzed 
and reported.
11
7. Recommendations, conclusions, and implications of 
the study were reported.
Organisation of the Study
This study was organized into five chapters. Chapter 
one contains the Introduction, Problem statement, purpose, 
significance, limitations, of the study, research questions, 
definitions, and procedures.
Chapter two contains a review of the related 
literature.
Chapter three discusses and presents the research 
methodology and describes the survey instrument.
In chapter four, the collected data are analyzed and 
results presented.
The summary, conclusions, and recommendations were 
presented in chapter five.
CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Introduction
Educational administrators must 
provide effective leadership if America's 
public schools are to meet the 
educational needs of all its students. 
Leadership can be defined as the human 
response to the needs of a social matrix 
which enables it to become -- to be -- 
more fully. Quality can exist in 
leadership when, either in the rap of the 
moment or the deep mists of time, it 
improves the human condition. (Klopf,
1979, p. 31)
Faced with the challenge of providing effective 
leadership to meet the current and surfacing considerations 
of students with special needs, school leaders must be 
cognizant of Public Laws 94-142 (1975), The Education for 
All Handicapped Children Act (EAHCA); 101-476 (1990), 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) ,* 93-112 
(1973), Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973; and 
their interpretations as defined by relevant court 
decisions.
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There has been a plethora of litigation centered around 
the issue of "least restrictive environment", an area that 
continues to evolve in support of inclusive education 
practices (Huefner, 1994). A 1981 Supreme Court decision in 
the case of Espifio v. Besteiro. perhaps marks one pivotal 
affirmation of a handicapped student's rights to be educated 
alongside his non-handicapped peers. In this case, Raul 
Espifio, a seven-year-old boy with multiple-handicaps, who 
lived in Brownsville, Texas, could not adequately regulate 
his own body temperature to a constant 98.6° F. The school 
district's solution was to place Raul in an air-conditioned 
plexiglass cubicle in a regular classroom, instead of air- 
conditioning the entire classroom. The court ruled that 
such a placement did not allow Raul the benefit of 
interaction with his peers, and thus the placement did not 
provide him and educational setting that was in the "least 
restrictive environment", as was mandated by the EAHCA.
In yet another case, Roncker v. Walter (1983), the 
court held that Neill Roncker, a severely mentally retarded 
boy who was being served in the Arlitt Child Development 
Center, a segregated facility in Hamilton County, Ohio, was 
not being served in his least restrictive environment. A 
significant component of the Roncker decision is that the 
court opined that if services delivered in a segregated 
facility can also be delivered in a less restrictive 
setting, then they must be. This has sometimes been
14
referred to as the "transportability clause".
More recently, in the case of Board of Education v. 
Holland. {1992), a court ordered the Sacramento, California 
Unified School District to include a student with an I.Q. of 
44 in a regular secondary classroom, denouncing the 
district's claim that the expenses for such a placement was 
too exorbitant. In Oberti v. Board of Education (1992), 
the Federal Court rejected a school district's argument that 
a placement of a student in a regular classroom would be too 
disruptive.
A spiraling number of schools are practicing inclusive 
education: the inclusion of students with disabilities in
general education classrooms and in other school activities. 
Inclusive education programs dissolve the obdurate 
partitions between regular and special education. Led by 
the school principal, school personnel work together to 
enable students with mild to severe disabilities to share 
genuine affiliation with their peers in the classroom and in 
their school, while still striving for individually designed 
educational outcomes {Raynes, Snell, & Sailor, 1991). 
Inclusive schooling, or inclusive education represents an 
alternative approach to educating individuals with learning 
disabilities and other handicaps or impairments in the 
general classroom with needed supports from special 
education {Stainback & Stainback, 1990; Thousand and Villa 
1989; Sailor 1989).
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Since the passage of PI 94-142, (1975), school 
districts have been required to educate students with 
special needs in their "Least Restrictive Environment" or 
LRE, however it has been only within the past few years 
that there has been a general movement toward educating 
students with handicaps in regular classrooms. For many 
years after 94-142, students were served in "pull-out" 
service models (Slavin, 1987).
PL 94-142, in Section 612(5) (B), states, "Removal from 
the regular education environment is to occur only when the 
nature and severity of the handicap is such that education 
in regular classes with the use of supplementary aids cannot 
be achieved satisfactorily". This particular segment of the 
law has, apparently, been interpreted quite loosely by those 
who advocate the practice of pull-out instruction.
According to Hume (1988), during the 1985-86 school 
year scarcely 25 percent of those students served in special 
education programs received services in general education 
for 80 percent of the day. Fifty-one percent were pulled 
out of regular classes between 21 and 60 percent of the day, 
and the last 24 percent were served in separate classes for 
60 percent of the day.
Many students that are labeled as "learning disabled" 
are placed in "pull-out" programs, or classes, in which 
they are provided educational service, segregated from their 
non-handicapped peers. Reynolds, Wang, and Walberg, (1987)
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and Wang, Reynolds and Walberg, (1988}, point out the lack 
of efficacy of such "pull-out” programs, as well as other 
special and compensatory education service delivery models. 
Special education, in a separate pull-out program is a 
relative failure according to Lipsky and Gartner (1989) and, 
conversely, the success rate is demonstratably higher in 
general education applications (Hagerty & Abramson, 1987,* 
Slavin & Madden, 1989).
In spite of years of compensatory education, most 
children who are educationally disadvantaged appear to fall 
farther and farther behind their peers who are not 
disadvantaged. General education students who progress in 
school receive a greater emphasis on advanced skills of 
comprehension, problem-solving, and reasoning (Means, 
Chelemer, & Knapp, 1991}.
Wisniewski and Alper (1994) provide a meta-analysis, of 
sorts, of studies that have concluded that students with 
severe disabilities can be provided educational services 
quite effectively in general education classrooms. The 
benefits are manifested through the provision for social 
interactions and opportunities for communication, and by 
providing models for appropriate-aged social behaviors.
Special education has, in effect, created a second 
system of education. Students who are identified and 
labeled as being learning disabled seldomly return to the 
mainstream of general education (Wang, Reynolds, & Walberg,
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1988; Raynes, Snell & Sailor, 1991; Zins, Curtis, Graden & 
Ponti, 1988).
Several sources indicate that students are over- 
identified for special education services and that typical 
classes are often used inappropriately to meet the needs of 
students who might be served effectively in the regular 
classroom (Gartner & Lipsky, 1989; Wang & Birch, 1984; Zins, 
Curtis, Graden, & Ponti, 1988; Raynes, Snell & Sailor,
1991) . Students who have been identified as learning 
disabled, in many cases, do not differ from those students 
who are generally categorized as low-achievers on a wide 
variety of school related characteristics (Algozzine & 
Yssledyke, 1983; Bartoli & Botel, 1988; Gartner & Lipsky,
1989) .
According to Reynolds and Birch (1977), the history of 
education for exceptional children is a story of immense 
neglect, denial, and rejection. They maintain that for 
every Helen Keller and the other notable few who emerged 
beyond their limitations, many other exceptional children, 
both gifted and handicapped, were limited to living 
constricted lives; it was believed that they were not 
educable, were not worth teaching, or could not 
independently exist.
Zins, Curits, Graden & Ponti, (1988) stated that 
administrators should also be able to assess the 
effectiveness of programs that are in place in their
schools, and seek innovative instructional strategies and 
approaches to improve the educational benefits to their 
students. On a local level, schools should cultivate 
philosophies that stress the individual learning needs of 
students. Mandating that students fit into a typical mold 
in order to remain in the regular education program is an 
archaic practice. School administrators must provide the 
necessary leadership and inaugurate a carefully planned 
change process to properly address educating all children 
within their buildings (Zins, et al. 1988).
Administrative Supports
Bennis (1984) cleverly articulated a distinction 
between leaders and managers, "Leaders are people who do 
the right things, and managers are people who do things 
right" (p. 16). It is the school principal who is in the 
ideal position to provide the necessary leadership to 
properly address the needs of the children in his school.
Building administrators are in an ideal position to 
foster and develop a philosophy of inclusion that recognizes 
the unique needs of all students (Alberg, 1992). Having 
established teams in a school that include both special and 
regular educators as well as the principal creates a sense 
of corporate ownership for all students. Led by the 
principal, the team could plan for and implement the 
inclusion of students with special learning needs. This 
endeavor would make it clear to teachers, students, and
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parents that inclusion is a school-wide issue (Raynes,
Snell, & Sailor, 1991).
As the instructional leader of the school, the 
principal must focus his energies and direction toward 
providing educational opportunities that are appropriate for 
all learners (Villa & Thousand, 1989). Villa and Thousand 
(1989) held that indigenous to the role of the building or 
central office administrator is the power to center the 
thoughts of the school staff on their mission, influence the 
curriculum, create scheduling flexibilities, develop job 
descriptions, employ personnel, supervise and evaluate 
staff, set the agenda of faculty meetings, provide teachers 
with opportunities to collaboratively plan and problem 
solve, acquire resources for students and teachers, and 
provide in-service training opportunities.
Administrators who have initiated systems change to 
promote the inclusion of all learners in local schools 
stress the importance of identifying and articulating for 
themselves and for their staff a philosophy or vision which 
reflects at least the following assumptions: (a) all
children can learn, (b) all children have the right to be 
educated with their peers in age-appropriate heterogeneous 
classrooms within their local schools, and (c) it is the 
responsibility of the school system to meet the diverse 
educational and psychological needs of all its students 
(Villa & Thousand, 1989).
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Administration of Special Programs
The administration of special education programs and 
the delivery of services is an extremely complicated 
process. PL 94-142* perhaps, created financial enticements 
for school districts to enlarge the number of students 
served by special education, as well as encourage more 
restrictive placements of children already identified and 
being served.
Since PL 94-142 is a funding statute, and the higher 
degree of service provided, the more funding is provided to 
the school district, it stands to reason that some school 
districts have been enticed to identify and serve more 
students, and in more restrictive placements (Gartner & 
Lipsky, 1989). Furthermore, the statute provided no 
incentive for special education in the regular classroom.
If a child, once served in special education, received total 
service in general education with no supplemental service, 
he or she was no longer considered handicapped, or if re- 
evaluation determined the child ineligible for service, he 
or she was dropped from the count, resulting in a loss of 
state and federal funding (Reports to Congress, 1982-1987; 
Gutkin & Tieger, 1979).
In fiscal year 1987, 4.4 million students were served 
in special education in the United States at an annual cost 
for that year of $1,338 Billion (Lipsky & Gartner, 1989, 
Sailor, 1989). The process of referral and placement of
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these students differs so broadly and arbitrarily in the 
United States, that at times the entire process seems to be 
entirely a random one (Ysseldyke, 1983, Sailor, 1989).
A dilemma of particular significance is determining 
persons who are in genuine need of special education 
services. This leaves in question as to whether these 
extremely expensive resources are mismanaged or misapplied. 
One example is that, as a category, learning disabilities 
(LD) increased 142% between 1977 and 1987, while special 
education as a whole increased 20% in the same period. LD 
currently accounts for around 44% of all students who have 
been identified nationally for special education services 
(Sailor, 1989). Each year, the number of students placed in 
special programs increases, while the number of students in 
need of special services does not lessen. Zins, et al,
(1988) profess that special education cannot and should not 
attempt to meet the unending need for individual student 
assistance, and contend that there could never be enough 
categories to place each specific need of individual 
students.
Reoular_Education Initiative - (REI) and^Xnclusive Education
Two distinguished, interwoven movements of reform have 
emerged in special education at all levels from policy to 
program implementation during the past decade. First, there 
is the movement to integrate students with severe 
disabilities and those with low-incidence disabilities into
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general education schools and classrooms for their 
educational programs, known as full inclusion; second, the 
effort to retain students with mild and moderate 
disabilities in the general classrooms as an alterative to 
pull-out programs, which is known primarily as the Regular 
Education Initiative, or REI (Sailor, 1991).
Among those who are proponents of REI and full 
inclusion, there are varying degrees of philosophy and 
beliefs regarding the extent to which students with 
diagnosed handicaps should be included in the regular 
classroom. Skritic (1991) identifies four separate areas, 
or "teams" who represent the continuum of least to most 
inclusion:
(1) The Lilly (1986) and Pugach (1987) proposal is the 
least inclusive. In addition to those students who are 
served in compensatory and remedial education programs, 
and those students who are not currently targeted, They 
would include the majority of "mildly handicapped" 
students.
(2) Reynolds and Wang would propose that "most 
students with special learning needs" should be in the 
regular classroom on a full-time basis, while reserving 
the option of separate settings for some students with 
profound disabilities (Skritic, 1991).
(3) Gartner and Lipsky (1987) proposes that all 
students who are currently served under each EHA
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classification, with the exception of those with the 
most severe and profound handicapping conditions, who 
would receive their primary instruction in separate 
classrooms, located in regular, age-appropriate school 
buildings.
(4) Stainback and Stainback (1984) represent the most 
progressively inclusive proposal as they argue for the 
integration of all students, including those with the 
most severe and profound conditions, while recognizing 
the need to group some students, "in some instances, 
into specific courses and classes according to their 
instructional needs" (p. 108).
Proponents of the REI claim that many students are 
incorrectly categorized as "learning disabled" and placed in 
special education programs because of behavior problems or 
learning difficulties. About 15,000 students are referred 
for testing and evaluation each week, and studies have shown 
that if all of the nation's schoolchildren were subjected to 
some of the same evaluations and methods of classification, 
as many as 80 percent could be categorized as learning 
disabled (Viadero, 1989; Ysseldyke, 1987).
Stainback and Stainback (1964) have reasoned that 
special education and regular education should merge, citing 
that there are not two separate sets of instructional 
methods. In their discussion, they point out that money 
could be redirected from classifying to instruction, that
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less duplication of services would occur, greater 
cooperation among the staff would be facilitated, and a 
greater variety of instructional strategies would be 
available for all students.
Lilly (1986) and Kennedy (1990) wrote that there are 
"conflicting” rules from different programs and that Special 
Education, Chapter 1, and other programs all duplicate each 
other. Valuable time is lost between referral and delivery 
of service and one "single coordinated system is preferable 
to the array of special programs currently offered" ( p.
14) .
The leadership of the REI seeks to: (a) merge special 
and general education into one inclusive system (b) 
dramatically Increase the number of students with 
disabilities into general classrooms on a large-scale, full­
time basis, as opposed to a case-by-case basis (Fuchs & 
Fuchs, 1994).
A merger of systems would require considerable 
restructuring of educational administration, services, 
supports, and monies. The difficulty of accomplishing this 
feat is not, hjwever, a defendable reason to postpone the 
effort to restructure the system of service delivery to all 
students (York, Vandercook, Macdonald, & Wolff, 1989).
Anderegg (1989), in support of REI, summarized the 
problem of the existing dual system of educational service 
delivery:
{l) Regular and special education are dual 
educational systems, competing for the same 
resources with the purpose of special education 
being to remove difficult to teach students from 
regular classrooms.
{2) Effective teaching practices which would 
facilitate the education of all learners are 
neither known nor practiced.
(3) Mildly handicapped students do not differ 
significantly from low achieving, non-handicapped 
students.
(4) Determination as to the extent to which 
reform is needed and the direction of that reform 
should be based upon an examination of what is 
known about the system to be reformed, (p. 107)
REI. Inclusive Education, and Mainstreaming 
Prior to the trends toward inclusive education and the
REI, efforts to integrate students with disabilities into
regular classes were referred to generally as mainstreaming.
The Term "mainstreaming", though it does not appear within
the language of PL 94-142, became the buzz word after the
passage of that statue. According to Johnson and Johnson
(1986), mainstreaming is based on the assumption that
placing heterogeneous students (in terms of handicapping
conditions) in the same school and classroom will facilitate
positive relationships and attitudes among the students.
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Mainstreaming usually refers to placing children with 
mild disabilities in the regular education program. The 
term is misleading in that identified children who are 
placed in regular education classrooms are also often taken 
from the classroom, in a pull-out program.
Many had hoped that the spirit of mainstreaming would 
be captured and implemented by the passage of PL 94-142, 
however the letter of the law, has in many instances, become 
the principal barrier to achieving the spirit of the law 
(Johnson & Johnson, 1986; Gartner & Lipsky, 1987/ Reynolds 
et al, 1987; Stainback & Stainback, 1984). This, perhaps, 
has led many of those who supported the passage of PL 94-142 
to now lead the reform effort for the inclusion of students 
with disabilities.
Traditionally, the objectives of mainstreaming were met 
through participation in art, music, physical education, 
library work, clubs and breakfast programs. Recognizing 
that these inclusive activities do provide students who have 
disabilities with opportunities to interact with their 
peers, it is also clear that these partially integrated 
students are not full-fledged members of any grade or class. 
In view of the fact that these students move in and out of 
activities so frequently, associations observed between them 
and their peers often indicate a less than equal 
relationship (Raynes et al., 1991).
Many present-day critics of mainstreaming are so
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because students with handicaps have been "dumped" abruptly 
into general education classes without any supports 
(Huefner, 1994}. Central to the advocacy o£ both inclusion 
and RGI is that appropriate support mechanisms, 
cooperatively developed teaching strategies (developed 
between regular and special education teachers), and 
individualization be maintained within the regular 
classrooms (Raynes, et al. 1991).
Curriculum and Instructional_Practices
In many instructional situations, according to Means, 
Chelemer, and Knapp (1991), students who have intellectual 
difficulties have their instructional program designed to 
remediate their weaknesses, rather than develop and expand 
the strengths they possess. This thinking, according to 
these authors, is the reverse of what should be. They 
contend that students with learning problems should have 
programs that seek to develop higher-order skills and have 
secondary attention placed on remediation of deficit areas.
One particular practice, according to Friend and Cook 
(1992), is the practice of 1 co-teaching", in which special 
and regular teachers team up in classrooms where a mixture 
of typical and exceptional students learn together. They 
suggest that the learning is less fragmented because the 
special education teacher is better able to relate 
remediation to regular instruction. Success, they say, is 
heavily dependent upon the efforts of good communication and
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developing instructional activities during joint planning 
times. This idea is reinforced by Hegarty, Pocklington, and 
Lucas (1981), as they wrote, "If ordinary teachers are to 
play an effective role a certain degree of support must be 
provided; this will entail at least good lines of 
communication between the specialist teachers and ordinary 
teachers" (p. 145).
Margaret Wang of Temple University developed an 
instructional model called the Adaptive Learning 
Environments Model (ALEM). This program is provided as an 
alternative to pull-out instruction. Components of this 
model include: team teaching; supports in the general 
classroom; adaptation and pacing of the curriculum to 
individual student's needs; consideration to accommodate 
learner differences; and varied instructional practices 
(Wang, 1989).
Wang and Birch (1984) asserted that learning disabled 
students who participated in the ALEM had more frequent on- 
task behaviors and a greater capacity for independent work 
than those students who were in resource rooms. They also 
reported that after six months, students' test scores were 
the same in the ALEM program in math and higher in reading 
than those students in pull-out classrooms. General 
education students in the ALEM classrooms also achieved 
academic gains in all areas.
Traditional instructional methods may provide a recipe
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for failure when applied in an integrated learning setting. 
Many classrooms have a diverse range of students an that 
whole-group instruction is not always effective for all 
learners. A number of programs have been developed that 
adapt the learning environment to individual student needs.
One such way of instructing students who have a wide 
range of abilities is cooperative learning. Johnson and 
Johnson (1986) attest that teachers can structure lessons 
cooperatively so that students work together to accomplish 
shared goals. They provide the concept of "positive 
interdependence" which advances the concept that group 
members are so connected together and dependent upon the 
others to perform their individual responsibility, that in 
order for the group to experience success, each student must 
contribute proportionately.
Specific cognitive and affective benefits of 
cooperative learning to general education and integrated 
students are quite many. Some of these include: increased 
use of higher-order reasoning skills; motivation to complete 
tasks; greater peer interaction; higher achievement for all 
students; gaining collaboration skills; more positive 
attitudes toward peers, school, and teachers,- increased 
self-esteem; and better relationships between students of 
various races, ethnicities, and between general education 
and learning disabled students (Johnson & Johnson, 1986,
1982; Autin, 1992).
30
Peer tutoring is another effective instructional device 
that works well in cooperative learning situations.
Numerous studies have concluded that peer tutoring has 
positive effects on achievement and attitude toward learning 
of both tutors and tutees (Autin, 1992; Cohen, Kulik, & 
Kulik, 1982) . Highly structured tutoring programs appear to 
produce the most positive outcomes (Zins, et al. 1988).
Burello and Wright (1993) provided a synopsis of a 
four-year pilot study that was done with Jefferson 
Elementary School in Janesville, Wisconsin, The school 
principal and director of special education for the 
Janesville Public School District led the effort to build an 
inclusive school from the ground-up. Entering into a highly 
collaborative process, the school included students from 
diverse ethnic and cultural backgrounds, and also students 
who had a variety of disabilities, into general education 
classrooms throughout the school.
The faculty had the collective benefit of in-service 
opportunities with Lawrence Lieberman, Madeline Hunter, 
Norman Kune, Dorothy Lipsky, and Alan Gartner. Through 
their professional development, the faculty adopted 
instructional practices to include: teaming, cooperative 
learning, joint ownership for student integration, and the 
development of teacher skills in adapting and modifying the 
curriculum to meet student needs.
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Attitudinal and Other Barriers to Inclusion 
Fuchs, et al., (1992) wrote:
We believe one reason why reintegration infrequently 
occurs in many places is that the process has been 
misconceived. That is, there has been a widespread 
and, we believe, incorrect belief that successful 
reintegration depends mostly, if not solely, on the 
positive attitude and goodwill of the regular classroom 
teacher, (p. 262)
Concerns of regular educators regarding inclusive 
education is that: (1) the increased time spent with 
students who have special needs will result in a lower 
performance of their other students; (2) grading students 
differently is an uncomfortable position in which to be; (3) 
that regular education students would make fun of the 
students in special education (Myers & Bounds, 1991).
Regular educators have quite often been often reluctant 
to modify existing curricular and instructional practices, 
which often makes the regular classroom an uninviting place 
for students with special needs (Will, 1984; Kennedy,
1990).
Wisniewski and Alper (1994) report that schools 
continue to have segregated settings because of the 
perception that students with disabilities will be teased 
and ridiculed, and that parents of typical children are 
concerned that general education teachers will have to
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redirect instructional time toward dealing with the special 
needs of children with learning disabilities.
School professionals who have negative attitudes toward 
inclusion, in general, may be due to the lack of in-service 
training in how to best teach students with learning 
disabilities in regular classrooms (Wisniewski & Alper,
1994). Typically, teachers who teach in general education 
settings have not had very extensive training in their 
college teacher preparation programs or from district-level, 
in-service opportunities to teach students with learning 
disabilities (Stoler, 1992). Bunsen (1990) advocates the 
merger of special and general education teacher preparation 
programs. With the increased experience of integrating 
students, general education teachers report more positive 
attitudes toward integration (Wisniewski & Alper, 1994).
In his study, Center (1993), randomly selected 150 
regular educators in Atlanta, Georgia as participants. He 
concluded that teachers with the least amount of experience 
teaching students with disabilities perceived that students 
who had motor excess and aggressive behavior should have a 
more restrictive placement than those students who had 
attention problems and less maturity. The opposite 
perception was true of teachers who had the most experience.
Brigham (1993) reported that at Valparaiso University 
in Indiana, the teacher preparation program utilizes a 
cross-training model whereby general education professors
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and special education professors jointly instruct 
undergraduate teacher preparation classes. This is 
accomplished much in the same way that general classroom 
educators and special education teachers practice co­
teaching. A preliminary student poll yielded favorable 
responses to the program.
Stoler (1992) conducted a study that examined the 
attitudes and perceptions of general education teachers as 
related to their education level and previous training in 
special education. This study concluded that those teachers 
with higher levels of education had less positive attitudes 
toward inclusion than those teachers who held only a 
bachelor's degree. Furthermore, there was a positive 
correlation between higher levels of education and in- 
service training on inclusion and positive attitudes toward 
inclusion.
Stoler (1992) commented at the completion of his study:
In-service training cannot be accomplished in one-day 
workshops. This training must be comprehensive and 
complete before the inclusion process takes place. In- 
service training should include team-teaching 
techniques that pair regular education teachers with 
special education teachers. Training in the 
recognition of chronic and acute physical problems that 
may present themselves must also be considered.
Teachers must be sure that they will not be sued if 
students with special needs are included in their 
classrooms {p, 62).
LaGreca and Stone (1990) concluded that students with 
disabilities are not as accepted by their chronological 
peers as low and average achieving students. This study 
was, however, conducted with students in segregated 
settings. Also, students in segregated settings have been 
found to have more frequent and negative interactions with 
their teachers than their peers who do not have disabilities 
(Siperstein & Goding, 1985).
Although the literature is fairly limited as to studies 
that have been conducted involving integrated students, 
Schumm and Vaughan (1992) conducted a survey research 
project that addressed general education teachers' 
perceptions toward students integrated into general 
education classrooms and also their level of planning for 
typical and integrated students. Seventy-five percent of
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the general education teachers reported a positive response 
to their willingness to participate in-service programs that 
would enhance their capability to work with integrated 
students. The same teachers reported an overall positive 
feeling toward having integrated students in their classes. 
Comparing elementary, middle, and high school general 
education teachers, the elementary teachers reported making 
more adaptations and being more positive toward integration 
than middle or high school teachers.
McIntosh, Vaughan, Schumm, Haager, and Lee (1993) 
examined how general education teachers1 behaviors toward 
integrated students with learning disabilities compared with 
their behavior toward students without disabilities, and the 
interactions between students, and between students and 
teachers. All findings were reported at the p  > .05 level 
of significance. The instructional behaviors of the general 
education teachers were consistent across all grade 
groupings and there were no significant differences reported 
between the integrated students and the general education 
students. Teachers reported making more instructional 
modifications for integrated students than for the general 
education students in the elementary grades. This trend did 
not hold true for middle and high school students.
The study reported that there were significant 
differences in the 1 student-initiated behavior1 items. 
Consistent across all age groups were the findings that
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behaviors such as asking for assistance, volunteering to 
answer questions and engaging in class discussion were less 
frequent from integrated students than from general 
education students. The study also found a significantly 
higher interaction rate between peers and between student 
and teacher from the general education students.
Walsh and Kompf {1990) found that the degree to which 
principals felt students were integrated and the degree to 
which teachers felt students were integrated was 
significantly different. According to their study, 
principals reported as happening more frequently than 
teachers:
(1) There is a careful selection of exceptional 
students for placement in regular classrooms; (2) 
Carefully planned preparations are made with the 
regular teacher before placement in the regular 
classrooms; (3) Special materials and equipment 
are readily available to the regular classroom 
teacher; (4) Special Education in-service 
training is available to regular classroom 
teachers on a regularly scheduled basis; (5)
Support services (consultants, resource personnel) 
are readily available to assist the regular 
classroom teacher; (6) In-school teams meet 
regularly to plan for exceptional students who 
have been integrated into regular classrooms; (7)
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Non-teaching assistants are available to help the 
exceptional student with academic tasks; (8)
Non-teaching personnel are available to look after 
the physical needs of the integrated exceptional 
child, (p. 15)
Federal and state funding mechanisms epitomize a 
considerable barrier to inclusionary practices in that more 
funding is provided to school districts when they serve the 
special educational needs of students in a more restrictive 
setting (Gartner & Lipsky, 1989; Snider, 1988; Bootsma,
1993) . Walker (1987) held that states encouraged more 
restrictive placements with their funding formulas that 
provide incentives to districts to place a disproportionate 
number of students in more restrictive placements.
Landau (1987), in a Massachusetts study, compared the 
degree to which the exclusion of students with disabilities 
increased from 1974 to 1985 in her state. Upon the analysis 
of her data, she found that financial disincentives was a 
significant barrier to integration.
There is a general perception that Special educators 
have a great deal more expertise and capabilities in dealing 
with the special needs of students who have learning 
disabilities and/or other physical or mental handicaps. 
Regular educators also may feel inferior to effectively 
teach students who have special needs. These attitudes or 
perceptions serve as a barriers to inclusionary
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instructional practices (Bootsma, 1993; Johnson, Pugach, & 
Hammittee, 1988}.
Some of the same barriers that are specific to 
inclusion may also be generic to other processes of change 
in organizations. Chris Argyris (1993) wrote of defensive 
routines that organizations, such as those in business and 
education, practice to circumvent threat and/or 
embarrassment, while simultaneously preventing the actors 
(in this case, teachers) from identifying and reducing the 
causes of the threat or embarrassment, specifically 
referring to schools, he wrote:
The teacher's view of teaching becomes one in 
which they shun elaborate ideas for dealing with 
complicated situations. They hold an 
uncomplicated view of causality, as if there were 
a one-to-one correspondence between cause and 
effect. They use intution rather than a rational 
approach to explain classroom events. This 
reliance on intuition reinforces their simplified 
view of reality and makes them less open-minded 
when confronted with alternative teaching 
practices (p. 29).
Michael Fullan (1992) identified six barriers to 
educational change, interacting in a downward spiral: (1) 
Overload; (2) Complexity; (3) Incompatibility; (4)
Capability; (5) Limited Resources; and (6) Poor Change
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Strategies. Of "Poor Change Strategies" Fullan describes 
this area as somewhat of a meta-barrier, and the only real 
hope for more effective change strategies, he maintains, is 
a district-level commitment to a systematic, long-term 
change strategy, and not "one-shot" attempts.
Inclusive schooling can be successful only if educators 
are willing to share responsibilities, to acknowledge and 
refer to the expertise of their colleagues, and to practice 
a philosophy that all students can benefit from educational 
programs. In addition, inclusive schooling requires that 
both special and regular educators be aware of the desired 
outcomes will be closely linked to course content and stated 
curriculum objectives; for many students with disabilities, 
however, the desired outcomes will be tied to the "basic 
skills" identified as priorities in each student's IEP 
(Raynes, et al.).
CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH METHODS
Introduction
This chapter outlines the research methodology used in 
this study including the population and sample, sampling 
method, instrument development, research design, procedures 
and data analysis.
Population and Sample 
A stratified random sample of the population of 
principals, general education teachers, and special 
education teachers of the First Educational District of 
Northeast Tennessee was selected as participants in the 
study.
Demographic data were collected from each respondent in 
regard to sex, education level, years of experience, level 
of experience in working with students with disabilities, 
and areas of certification.
Sampling Method 
The Directory of Public Schools in Northeast Tennessee 
and information made available by the First Tennessee 
Regional Office of the State Department of Education were 
utilized to determine the number of principals, special 
education teachers, and regular education teachers within 
the population. The total population of principals and
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teachers for the First Development District of Northeast 
Tennessee was 5556 (N=5556). This population included 184 
principals, 4831 general education teachers, and 541 special 
education teachers.
A desired sample size was selected for each of the sub­
populations based on a confidence level of 95% at the +/- 
.06 degree of accuracy. These sampling parameters yielded 
the following sample sizes: principals, n=lll; general 
education teachers, n=262; and special education teachers, 
n=i84,
These sample sizes were calculated using a formula from 
Scheaffer, Mendenhall, and Ott's (1986, p. 59).
£ (E g>
Sample =----------------------
Size (H - 1) Q + (£ a)
Where H = Population size,
E and g = The population proportion in the range 
0 to 1
(NOTE: a conservative estimate if the
proportion is not known is to use 0.5), and 
I1
2 = -----
4
Where D = The degree of precision and
E = The confidence level to be placed around 
the estimate expressed as a decimal.
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The study's respondent sample sizes for each sup- 
population were calculated as follow using a confidence 
level of 0.06 and population proportion of p = 0.5 and g =
0.5.
Principal II (p g)
Respondent Sample = ------------------
Size (N - D  E + <B a)
184 (0.5 X 0.5)
(184 - 1) (0.06)* + (0.5 X 0.5)
4
= 111 (rounded up),
General Education U (p g)
Teacher Respondent - ------------------
Sample Size (H - 1) E + (E a)
4831 (0.5 X 0.5)
(4831 - 1) (0.06)* + (0.5 X 0.5)
4
263 (rounded up).
Special Education £1 (p g)
Teacher Respondent = ------------------
Sample Size (E - 1) B + (B a)
541 (0.5 X 0.5)
S — — — —  -----------------------------------------------------------
(541 - 1) (0.06)* + (0.5 X 0.5)
4
= 1B4 (rounded up).
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A total of 1056 survey instruments were mailed to 
respondents (principals, 184; general education teachers, 
597; and special education teachers, 275) in anticipation of 
an over all 52% response rate. The desired number of total 
completed survey instruments was 557.
Respondents for each of the sub-population samples were 
identified and selected randomly from the entire population. 
Each teacher and principal in the First Educational District 
has a copy of a preliminary report on file in the district 
office that identifies his/her current assignment, areas of 
certification, and the school at which he/she works. The 
preliminary reports were filed alphabetically both within 
each school district and by school districts. For example, 
Carter County is the first school district alphabetically 
within the Northeast Tennessee district, therefore all 
Carter County schools were the first ones alphabetically 
listed. Next in the alphabetical listing was Cocke County 
schools, etc...
Every 7th copy of the preliminary reports on file in 
the Johnson City office of the Tennessee Department of 
Education was selected until the desired sample sizes were 
achieved.
Instrument Development
A survey instrument was developed to answer the 
research questions and to test the hypotheses of the study. 
The survey instrument is shown in Appendix A. The items on
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the instrument addressed the areas of instructional and 
curricular needs, attitudinal barriers, and administrative 
support needs.
Respondents to the study were asked to indicate their 
strength of agreement with each survey item statement by 
marking a number from 1 to 5 that best represented their 
level of agreement, A 5-point Likert scale was used to 
record the strength of agreement. The scale used was as 
followed:
5. Strongly Agree
4. Agree
3. Uncertain 
2. Disagree
1. Strongly Disagree
Validity and Reliability 
The content validity of the survey instrument was 
addressed by designing items based on a review of the 
professional literature and by the examination and 
evaluation of other instruments that were designed for 
similar studies, primarily Bootsma (1993), and Schumm and 
Vaughan (1991). Permission was obtained from Jan Bootsma 
to adapt items from the instrument developed for her 
dissertation at the University of Minnesota (1993). This 
permission is shown in Appendix E.
Pace validity of the instrument, refined by the field 
study process, was affirmed by Dr. Maureen Conroy, professor
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of Special Education at East Tennessee State University, and 
nationally known authority on inclusion. Dr. Conroy's 
letter of review and endorsement for face validity is 
presented in Appendix D.
The instrument was field tested by 40 educators 
enrolled in 3 different graduate classes in the College of 
Education at East Tennessee State University during the 
Spring Semester of 1994. Suggested modifications for 
clarity and understanding that were elicited by the field 
test groups were considered to refine the instrument before 
its use in the study. The original instrument contained 56 
items designed to address the three areas: Attitudinal, 19 
items; Curriculum and Instruction, 18 items; and 
Administrative, 19 items.
The Cronbach coefficient alpha was applied to measure 
internal consistency reliability. Items on the instrument 
that performed poorly were eliminated until the highest 
alpha coefficient was achieved. The refined instrument 
consisted of 36 items, 9 in Attitudinal, 11 in 
Administrative, and 16 in Curriculum and Instruction. These 
three sub-scale categories were analyzed to test null 
hypotheses 1 and 5. The reliability coefficients were .7627 
for the administrative cluster, .8407 for the Curriculum and 
Instruction cluster, and .8197 for the Attitudinal cluster. 
Table 1 presents the survey items by sub-scale category 
groups.
Table 1
Assignment of Statements to Each Category
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Item Sub-Scale Statements
Number N %
Admi ni s t ra t i ve 9 25
6. Principals need to attend IEP Meetings.
9. Administrators have provided adequate in-service 
training on inclusion.
12. Administrators should adjust class size to encourage 
inclusion.
15. The methods for funding special education encourages 
schools to integrate students with disabilities.
23. Administrators should seek the merger of special 
education and regular education to more 
effectively serve the needs of all students and to 
make the best use of available resources.
26. Current funding formulas encourage schools to provide 
more restrictive placements for students with 
disabilities.
28. Additional in-service opportunities should be presented 
to better prepare teachers to adapt instruction to 
meet the needs of all learners in the regular 
classroom.
30. Teachers have already had too much in-service on 
inclusion.
32. Administrators are willing to provide necessary
resources and flexibilities to make inclusion a 
successful practice.
Attitudinal 11 31
1. Including students with disabilities into regular
classrooms is an effective practice.
2. Students with disabilities learn better when placed
in regular classrooms, rather than in 1 pull-out" 
classes.
4. The Learning of typical, or non-handicapped
students,is inhibited when handicapped students
are placed into regular classrooms.
7. All children learn more effectively when they are
taught in integrated settings.
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Table 1 (continued)
Item Sub-Scale Statements
Number N %
Attitudinal (continued)
10. Only children with mild learning disabilities
benefit from being included in regular 
classrooms.
13. All children should be included in regular
classrooms, regardless of their level of 
disability.
17. students with severe disabilities (e.g. autistic,
severely mentally retarded) should be educated in 
regular classrooms.
19. Non-handicapped, or typical students accept students
with handicaps as classmates in integrated 
classroom settings.
21. Non-handicapped, or typical students' making fun of 
students with disabilities is more frequent in 
integrated classrooms.
29. Children who have been served in isolated settings
should be returned to mainstreamed settings after 
collaboration has occurred between general and 
special education teachers.
31. Students who have learning disabilities are generally
better served academically in "pull-out" classroom 
situations than integrated classrooom settings.
Curriculum and
Instruction 16 44
3. Including students with disabilities necessitates
curricular adaptations that I am comfortable 
with.
5. Alternative instructional materials are necessary to
include students with learning disabilities into
regular classrooms.
8. Pairing a regular classroom teacher with a special
education teacher is a good practice to serve the
needs of an integrated classroom.
11. Traditional teaching methods/strategies (e.g. lecture,
study, reading) is effective for all learners.
14. Using cooperative groups is a good instructional
practice for including students with disabilities 
into regular classrooms.
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Table 1 (continued)
Item Sub-Scale Statements
Number N %
Curriculum
and Instructional (continued)
16. All students in regular classrooms should be expected 
to complete the same amount of materials.
18. The most important approach in teaching a student with 
a disability os to provide remedial opportunities 
for the areas of weakness.
20. It is more important for students to receive
remedial help in deficient basic skill areas than 
to concentrate on higher order thinking.
22. Students should be allowed to progress through the 
curriculum at various paces.
24. Textbooks and other instructional materials should be
purchased jointly by people knowledgeable in 
regular and exceptional development.
25. The curriculum should allow for a multiple approach to
instruction (visual, tactile, etc.,.).
27. General educators know how to modify and adapt their 
teaching to meet the needs of all children.
33. Peer tutoring is of no value to students who have
severe disabilities.
34. More manipulative materials are needed for use in
integrated classrooms.
35. Teachers need to have textbook and instructional
supplies monies redirected into purchasing 
materials chosen locally by teachers.
36. Textbooks are all any teacher needs to teach any
student.
Effective Practice and Willingness to Include Sub-Scales 
Two additional sub-scales were developed to answer 
specific research questions 1 and 2, and to test null 
hypotheses 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7. The first sub-scale was 
developed to measure the extent to which educators regard 
that inclusion is an effective educational practice. This 
sub-scale produced an alpha coefficient of .8344 in the
field study.
The second sub-scale was developed to measure the 
attitudes of educators in regard to their willingness to 
include students with disabilities into regular classrooms. 
This sub-scale produced an alpha coefficient of .7188 in the 
field study. Table 2 presents the statements that comprise 
the Effective Practice and Willingness to Include sub­
scales.
Table 2
Effective Practice and Willingness to Include Sub-scale 
Statements
Item
Number Sub-scale
Effective Practice
1. Including students with disabilities into regular
classrooms is an effective practice.
2. Students with disabilities learn better when placed in
regular classrooms, rather than in "pull-out" 
classes.
7. All children learn more effectively when they are 
taught in integrated settings.
31. Students who have learning disabilities are generally
better served academically in "pull-out" classroom 
situations than integrated classroom settings.
Willingness to Include
10. Only children with mild learning disabilities benefit 
from being included in regular classrooms.
13. All children should be included in regular classrooms, 
regardless of their level of disability.
17. Students with severe disabilities (e.g. autistic,
severely mentally retarded) should be educated in 
regular classrooms.
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Table 2 (continued)
Item
Number Sub-scale
Willingness to Include (continued)
29. Children who have been served in isolated settings
should be returned to mainstreamed settings after 
collaboration has occurred between general and 
special education teachers.
Research questions 3, 4, 5, and 6 were answered by 
presenting the frequency distributions, median, mode and 
range of statements that specifically related to each 
research question. This data was reported by each sub-group 
of principals, general education teachers, and special 
education teachers. Table 3 presents the statements for 
which data were reported to answer research questions 3, 4,
5, and 6.
Table 3
Survey Statements for Research. Questions 3. 4. 5. and_6
Item
Number Research Question
Question 3 (Educational Materials)
5. Alternative instructional materials are necessary to 
include students with learning disabilities into 
regular classrooms.
24. Textbooks and other instructional materials should be 
purchased jointly by people knowledgeable in 
regular and exceptional development.
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Table 3 {continued)
Item
Number Research Question
Question 3 (Educational Materials)
32. Administrators are willing to provide necessary
resources and flexibilities to make inclusion a 
successful practice.
34. More manipulative materials are needed for use in
integrated classrooms.
35. Teachers need to have textbook and instructional
supplies monies redirected into purchasing 
materials chosen locally by teachers.
36. Textbooks are all any teacher needs to teach any
student.
Question 4 (Administrative Supports)
6. Principals need to attend IEP Meetings.
9. Administrators have provided adequate in-service 
training on inclusion.
12. Administrators should adjust class size to encourage 
inclusion.
15. The methods for funding special education encourages 
schools to integrate students with disabilities.
23. Administrators should seek the merger of special 
education and regular education to more 
effectively serve the needs of all students and to 
make the best use of available resources.
26. Current funding formulas encourage schools to provide 
more restrictive placements for students with 
disabilities.
30. Teachers have already had too much in-service on 
inclusion.
28. Additional in-service opportunities should be presented 
to better prepare teachers to adapt instruction to 
meet the needs of all learners in the regular 
classroom.
Question 5 (Curriculum/Instructional)
3. Including students with disabilities necessitates 
curricular adaptations that I am comfortable 
with.
8. Pairing a regular classroom teacher with a special
education teacher is a good practice to serve the 
needs of an integrated classroom.
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Table 3 (continued)
Item
Number Research Question
Question 5 (Curriculum/Instructional)
11. Traditional teaching methods/strategies (e.g. lecture, 
study, reading) is effective for all learners.
14. Using cooperative groups is a good instructional
practice for including students with disabilities 
into regular classrooms.
16, All students in regular classrooms should be expected 
to complete the same amount of material.
18. The most important approach in teaching a student with
a disability os to provide remedial opportunities 
for the areas of weakness.
20. It is more important for students to receive remedial
help in deficient basic skill areas than to 
concentrate on higher order thinking.
22. Students should be allowed to progress through the
curriculum at various paces.
25. The curriculum should allow for a multiple approach to 
instruction (visual, tactile, etc...).
27. General educators know how to modify and adapt their
teaching to meet the needs of all children.
33. Peer tutoring is of no value to students who have
severe disabilities.
Question 6 (Effect on Typical Students)
4. The Learning of typical, or non-handicapped students,, 
is inhibited when handicapped students are placed 
into regular classrooms.
19. Non-handicapped, or typical students accept students
with handicaps as classmates in integrated 
classroom settings.
21. Non-handicapped, or typical students' making fun of
students with disabilities is more frequent in 
integrated classrooms.
Research Design 
The research design was that of a descriptive study, 
using survey research. Borg & Gall (1983) identify survey
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research as being a systematic method of data collection and 
analysis. The survey instrument developed for this study 
was used to ascertain the perceived needs of educators in 
order to implement inclusion, to move more progressively 
toward inclusionary education practices, and to determine if 
any variable relationships existed that were particular to 
specific responses given.
Procedures
Respondents selected through the sampling procedure 
were mailed a copy of the survey instrument, along with a 
cover letter of explanation and a brief rationale for the 
study on March 21, 1994. Case scenarios, in addition to a 
definition of inclusion, were presented to give the 
respondent a better understanding of inclusion in practice.
The respondents were asked to anonymously complete and 
return the survey instruments in the provided post-paid, 
pre-addressed envelopes within two weeks. A card which had 
the respondent's name and address was enclosed with each 
survey. Respondents were asked to return the card with the 
completed instrument. Their anonymity was guaranteed and it 
was explained that the card was only for the purpose of 
identifying those who had not responded.
Three weeks after the initial mailing, those persons 
who had not responded were sent a second survey instrument 
and cover letter, requesting their response in the provided, 
post-paid envelope.
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Data Analysis
Data gathered through the use of the survey instruments 
were entered into a computer data file and analyzed using 
the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS/PC+). An 
alpha level of .05 was used for all statistical tests.
Research questions 1 through 6 were answered by 
reporting the frequency distributions and the median, mode, 
and range for each statement within the question categories 
by the sub-groups of principals, general education teachers, 
and special education teachers.
Research question 7 contained 7 null hypotheses that 
were tested statistically. Mann-Whitney U Test were 
performed to test null hypothesis 1, 4, and 6. Kruskal- 
Wallis One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests were used 
to test null hypotheses 2, 3, and 5. The Spearman Rho 
Correlation coefficient was calculated to test null 
hypotheses 7. Findings were presented by the use of tables, 
comparing and contrasting the responses of the three sub­
groups in Chapter 4. In Chapter 5 a narrative presentation 
and explanation of the findings were presented.
CHAPTER 4 
ANALYSIS OF DATA
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to determine, from the 
perspective of principals, special education teachers, and 
regular education teachers their current perceptions of 
inclusion, and what preparations or changes are needed to 
help educators succeed in inclusionary practices.
Data for this study were collected by means of survey 
instruments, which were completed and returned 
by the respondents. A total of 1056 survey instruments were 
mailed out, and 648 (61.36%) were returned. Of this return, 
635 (60.13%) were used for the analysis of data. Thirteen 
surveys were not used because respondents failed to report 
their current professional assignment as a principal, 
general education teacher, or special education teacher.
Presentation of Data
Six weeks after the initial mailing of surveys, a total 
of 648 responses had been received. Of this number, 13 were 
unusable. This represented a total return rate of 61%. 
Principals returned usable survey instruments at a rate of 
63% ; General education teachers at 54%; and Special 
education teachers at 71%. Table 4 illustrates the number 
of returned and usable instruments by groups.
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Table 4
Numbers and percentages of returned survey instruments bv
sub-arouDS of respondents
Sub-Groups
Instrument
Categories
Principals Special General
education education 
teachers teachers
No
Response
Total
Surveys
Returned 116 195 324 13 648
% of total 
responses 17.91 30.09 50 2 100
Original number 
mailed 184 275 597 1056
% of total 
mailed 17.43 26.04 56.53 100
% of return 
by sub- group 63.04 70.91 54.27 61.36
A Chi-Square statistic was calculated to determine if 
the percentage of respondents was proportional to the 
percentage of respondents sampled in each of the three sub­
groups. The Chi-Square value for the three sub-groups was 
calculated as 5.127 (p > .05), with the critical value being 
5.991 with 2 degrees of freedom. Neither of the three 
groups was over or under represented in the responding
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group. Table 5 presents data relevant to the chi-square
statistic. This statistic was computed using the following
formula:
Xs = S to  - E)*
E
Where
0 = observed frequency 
E = expected frequency
Table 5
Chi-Souare Distribution of Sub-Groups Responses
Sub-Group 0 E 0 - E (0 - E)3 (0 - E) a/E
Principals 116 108 8 64 .5926
General Ed. 324 362 -38 1444 3.9889
Special Ed. 195 165 30 90 .5454
Total 635 635 0 - X1 = 5.127
Critical Value of 
p > .05
Xa with 2 degrees of freedom s 5 .991
Of the 1056 isurvey instruments mailed to each group of
educators, 63.04% (n = 116) of the principals; 70. 91% (n o
195) of the special education teachers; and 54.27% (a = 324) 
of the general education teachers returned survey 
instruments that could be used for data analysis.
This level of response represents an adequate number of
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data to analyze and generalize the findings to the 
population of educators in Northeast Tennessee. The 
proportion of respondents from each category (principals, 
general education teachers, or special education teachers 
were checked to see if any response bias had occurred. A 
chi square test indicated that no groups were over or under 
represented (xa = 5.127, p > .05).
Demographic Data
There were 191 (29.5%) male respondents and 435 (67.1%) 
female respondents in the total group. Fifteen (2.4%) 
failed to provide their sex as a demographic variable. The 
sex of respondents is summarized by groups in Table 6.
Table 6
Sex of Respondents bv Professional Assignment
Group/Percent Male Female No
Response
Total
Principals 79 35 2 116
% 68.10 30.20 1.70 100
General Education 89 224 11 324
% 27.47 69.13 3.40 100
Special Education 22 171 2 195
% 11.29 87.70 1.10 100
Total Respondents 190 430 15 635
% 29.92 67.72 2.36 100
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Education Level
Table 7 illustrates the education level of the 
respondents by groups. Respondents selected one of five 
categories which described their highest level of 
educational preparation.
Table 7
Education Level of Respondents bv Sub-Groups
'
Level of Education
B.S.
Sub-Group
Some M.S./ 
Graduate M.Ed./ 
Work M.A.
Ed.S. Ed.D./
Ph.D.
No
Response
Total
Principal 0 2 79 20 12 3 116
% 0 1.72 68.10 17.24 10.34 2.60 100
General 
Education 
Teachers 44 98 160 9 2 11 324
% 13.58 30.24 49.38 2.80 .60 3.40 100
Special 
Education 
Teachers 20 68 97 4 1 5 195
% 10.26 34.87 49.75 2.05 .51 2.56 100
Totals 64 168 336 33 15 19 635
% 10.08 26.46 52.9 5.20 2.36 3.00 100
There were a total number of 19 respondents who did not 
indicate the level of education.
Years of Experience
The respondents reported their years of experience by
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marking one oC four categories. Table B represents the 
responses of the respondents by groups. There were 8 
(1.26%) respondents who did not indicate their years of 
experience. A majority (72.44%) of the respondents reported 
that they had 10 or more years of professional experience. 
Table 8
Years of Experience of Respondents
0-3
Years of Experience 
4-7 8-9 10+
i
No
Response
Total
Principals 1 0 6 108 1 116
% .86 0 5.17 93.11 .86 100
General
Education
Teachers 24 33 31 231 5 324
% 7.42 10.18 9.56 71.3 1.54 100
Special
Education
Teachers 16 30 26 121 2 195
% 8.2 15.39 13.33 62.05 1.03 100
Totals 41 63 63 460 8 635
% 6.46 9.92 9.92 71.42 .26 100
Grade Level
Survey respondents indicated with which grade level of 
students they worked by marking the appropriate category on 
the instrument. Table 9 displays the numbers of respondents
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in each category (pre-kindergarten, elementary, middle, and 
high school). A total of 7 respondents failed to indicate 
the grade level of students with which they work. Survey 
participants indicated that 1.57% worked in pre- 
Kindergarten, 42.69% in elementary schools, 25.98% in middle 
schools, and 28.66% in high schools. Elementary principals 
accounted for 56.04% of the total group of principals.
Table 9
Present Assignment of Respondents bv Frequency and 
Percentage
Grade Level Taught/Administered
Sub-Group
Pre :K Elem. 
School
Middle
School
High
School
No
Response
Total
Principals 1 65 27 20 3 116
% .86 56.04 23.28 17.24 2.58 100
General
Education
Teachers 3 124 87 108 2 324
% .93 38.27 26.85 33.33 .62 100
Special
Education
Teachers 6 82 51 54 2 195
% 3.08 42.05 26.15 27.69 1.03 100
Total 10 271 165 182 7 635
Percent 1.57 42.69 25.98 28.66 1.10 100
Certification
The certification of the respondents was determined by
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having the respondents check all areas that applied, since 
many educators hold multiple certifications the data 
included more categories than were printed on the survey 
instrument form. The original categories were: elementary, 
special education, subject area, and administration.
Five additional categories were provided as shown in 
Table 10.
Table 10
Certifications held bv survey respondents
Sub-Groups
_______________________________  Total
Principals General Special
Education Education
Certification Teachers Teachers
Elementary 6 117 5 128
% 4.69 91.40 3.91 100
Special Ed. 0 2 62 64
% 0 3.13 96.87 • 100
subject Area 1 136 5 142
% .71 95.77 3.52 100
Administration 19 4 0 23
% 82.61 17.39 0 100
Elementary
and
Special Ed. 1 8 71 80
% 1.25 10.00 88.75 100
Subject Area 
and
Special Ed. 0 0 21 21
% 0 0 100 100
63
Table 10 (continued)
Sub-Groups
Total
Principals General Special
Education Education
Certification Teachers Teachers
Elementary, 
Special Ed., 
and
Subject Area 0 0 12 12
% 0 0 100 100
Administration
and
Special Ed. 0 0 2 2
% 0 0 100 100
Administration
and
Elementary/
Subject Area 89 56 17 162
% 54.94 34.57 10.49 100
No Response 0 1 0 1
% 0 100 0 100
Total 116 324 195 635
Experience in Working with StudentB with_Di.sabilities
Table 11 provides an examination o£ the responses given 
by the participants regarding their own level of experience 
in working with students who have disabilities. This is a 
subjective self-assessment on the part of the study 
participants. Respondents were simply asked to indicate 
their level of experience in working with students who have 
disabilities by checking one of the following: none, very
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little, some, a good bit, or extensive.
The highest level of experience was reported by special 
education teachers, 74.75% of whom indicated that they had 
extensive experience in working with students who have 
disabilities. A large percentage of both principals and 
general education teachers had at least some experience 
working with students who have disabilities.
Table 11
Educator's Level of Experience in Working with Students who
have Disabilities
Experience
Level
Principal General
Ed.
Teachers
Special
Ed.
Teachers
Total
None 6 24 0 30
% 5.17 7.41 0 4.72
Very
Little 8 83 1 92
% 6.90 25.62 .51 14.49
Some 33 109 12 154
% 28.45 33.64 6.15 24.25
A Good
Bit 44 74 33 151
% 37.93 22.84 16.92 23 .78
Extensive 23 27 148 198
% 19.83 8.33 75.91 31.18
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Table 11 (continued)
Experience
Level
Principal General
Ed.
Teachers
Special
Ed.
Teachers
Total
No
Response 2 7 1 10
% .02 2.16 .51 1.58
Total 116 324 195 635
% 100 100 100 100
Summary
Data for this study were requested from principals, 
general education teachers, and special education teachers 
who work in the Northeast Tennessee First Educational 
District. Respondents who completed and returned the survey 
instrument for this study provided the necessary data to 
analyze and report the contained findings,
There were 648 of 1056 educators who participated in 
this research study. The total response rate was 61%. Of 
the total respondents, there were three sub-groups: 
principals, general education teachers, and special 
education teachers.
Principals responded at a rate of 63.04% (116); general 
education teachers at 54.27 % (324); and special education 
teachers at 70.91% (195). Thirteen respondents failed to
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indicate their current professional assignment, and as a 
result, 60.13% (635) responses were used to analyze the data 
for this study.
There was a total of 29.92% female respondents and 
67.72% male respondents, with 2.36% not indicating their 
sex. Females also accounted for the majority percentage in 
the sub-groups of general education teachers and special 
education teachers. There was, however, a sharp contrast in 
the percentage of male to female principals. Of the 
principals who participated in the study, 68.10% were male 
and 30.20% were female, with 1.70% not indicating their sex.
Respondents indicated their highest degree of education 
by checking on the survey instrument: bachelor's (10.08%), 
some graduate work (26.46%), master's (52.90%), specialist's 
(5.20%), or doctorate (2.36%). Of the 15 participants who 
held doctorates, 12 were principals, 2 were general 
education teachers and 1 was a special education teacher. 
General education teachers and special education teachers 
reported similar percentages in each educational level.
Most had completed at least some graduate level work.
The number of years experience held was indicated by 
respondents. A majority of 72.44% of the total group of 
participants indicated that they held 10 or more years of 
experience. Over 60% of each sub-group had 10 or more years 
of experience and for principals it waB over 90%.
Survey participants indicated that 1.57% worked in pre-
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Kindergarten, 42.69% in elementary schools, 25.98% in middle 
schools, and 28.66% in high schools. Elementary principals 
accounted for 56.04% of the total group of principals. The 
distributions among teachers, both general and special 
education, were more evenly split between elementary, middle 
and high school with very few from pre Kindergarten.
Participants reported their areas of certification by 
checking all areas of certification that they held. This 
data was entered into 9 separate categories that combined 
represented the combinations of certifications held by the 
participants. Table 10 presents the information relevant 
to their responses. It was remarkable that 29.45% of all 
the respondents held administrative certification, while the 
percentage of respondents who listed their current 
professional assignment as a principal was only 18,27%.
Survey respondents were asked to assess their level of 
experience in working with students who have disabilities. 
This indicated by selecting: none, very little, some, a good 
bit, or extensive. This data is presented in Table 11. The 
highest level of experience was reported by special 
education teachers, 74.75% of whom indicated that they had 
extensive experience in working with students who have 
disabilities. A large percentage of both principals and 
general education teachers had at least some experience 
working with students who have disabilities.
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Research Questions and Hypotheses
Research Question 1
Is the inclusion of students with disabilities in 
regular classrooms an effective practice as perceived by 
principals, general education, and special education 
teachers?
This question was answered by reporting the median, 
mode, and range scores of principals, general education 
teachers, and special education teachers on the sub-scale, 
"Effective Practice". This sub-scale was composed of survey 
items 1, 2, 7, and 31. The minimum sub-scale score was 4 
and the maximum score was 20. A score of 4 indicates 
strong disagreement that inclusion is an effective practice 
and a score of 20 indicated strong agreement that inclusion 
is an effective practice. A score of 12 indicates that the 
respondent was "uncertain" that inclusion is an effective 
practice. Table 12 compares the responses across sub­
groups .
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Table 12
Median_and Mode Sub-Scale Scores for Inclusion as an 
Effective Practice
Principals General Education 
Teachers
Special Education 
Teachers
Mdn Mode Range Mdn Mode Range Mdn Mode Range
13 10 16 11 12 16 13 13 15
Note. Minimum score 4, Maximum score 2 0 .
The scores for the sub-groups of principal and General 
education teachers had a range of 16, and special education 
teachers' scores had a range of 15. Principals responded 
with a low score of 4 (1 or .9%) and a high score of 19 (6 
or 5.3%). General education teachers responded with a low 
score of 4 (10 or 3.1%) and a high score of 19 (2 or .6%). 
Special education teachers responded with a low score of 6 
(6 or 3,2%) and a high score of 20 (6 or 3.2%) .
Forty-five percent of the principals reported scores 
ranging from 10 to 13. Responding similarly, 40.8% of 
general education teachers and 40.4% of special 
education teachers reported scores between 10 and 13.
Research 0uesfcion_2
To what extent are general education teachers, special 
education teachers, and principals willing to include 
students with special needs within the regular classroom? 
This research question was answered by reporting the
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median, mode, and range scores that were reported by 
principals, general education teachers, and special 
education teachers on the sub-scale, "Willingness to 
Include". This sub-scale was created by combining survey 
items 10, 13, 17, and 29.
The minimum possible score was 4 and the maximum score 
was 20. A score of 4 would indicate the lowest degree o£ 
willingness to include students with disabilities into 
regular classes and a score of 20 would indicate the highest 
degree of willingness to include students with severe 
disabilities. A score of 12 indicates that respondents were 
uncertain regarding their willingness to include students 
with disabilities into regular classes.
Table 13 reports the median and mode scores of each 
sub-group of principals, general education teachers, and 
special education teachers.
Table 13
Median and Mode sub-scale scores for Willingness_to Include 
Students with Disabilities into Regular Classrooms.
Principals General Education Special Education
Teachers Teachers
Mdn Mode Range Mdn Mode Range Mdn Mode Range
10 12 15 9 11 ' 15 11 12 15
Note. Minimum score 4, Maximum score 20.
The range of scores across all three sub-groups was 15.
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Principals responded with a low score of 4 (1 or .9%) and a 
high score of 19 (1 or .9%). General education teachers 
responded with a low score of 4 (7 or 2.2%) and a high score 
of 19 (2 or .6%). Special education teachers responded with 
a low score of 4 (2 or .9%) and a high score of 19 {1 or 
.9%) .
Thirty-five percent of the principals responded by 
reporting scores ranging from 9 to 12, while 48% of general 
education teachers and 45% of special education teachers 
reported scores within that same range.
Research Question 3
What are the needs of educators in terms of educational 
materials to effectively facilitate the practice of 
inclusion?
Table 14 compares the median, mode and range scores of 
each sub-group on each statement that specifically refers to 
educational material needs.
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Table 14
Median. Mode, and Range ScoreB_of_the Three Sub-Groups 
Regarding Educational Materials Heeds
Number
Item
Statement Sub-group Mdn mode range
5. Alternative
Materials
Principals 4 4 3
General Ed. 4 4 4
Special Ed. 4 4 4
24. Purchased
Jointly
Principals 4 4 4
General Ed. 4 4 4
Special Ed. 4 4 4
32. Administrators
Provide
Principals 3 4 4
General Ed. 3 3 4
Special Ed. 2 2 4
34. Manipulatives
Needed
Principals 4 4 3
General Ed. 4 4 4
Special Ed. 4 4 4
35. Redirect Text
Money
Principals 4 4 4
General Ed. 4 4 4
Special Ed. 4 4 4
3fi. Texts Alone
Sufficient
Principals 1 1 4
General Ed. 1 1 4
Special Ed. 1 1 4
Note. 1 = Strongly Disagree,* 2 = Disagree; 3 = Uncertain; 
4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree.
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All three sub-groups reported a median and mode of 4 
for items 5, 24, 34, and 35, indicating agreement with the 
statements. Item 36 elicited a median and mode of l from 
all three sub-groups, indicating strong disagreement with 
the statement that textbooks are all that any teachers needs 
to teach any student, On item 32, principals and general 
education teachers reported a median score of 3 and mode of 
4 and 3, respectively. On the same item, special education 
teachers reported a median and mode score of 2.
Tables 15, 16, and 17 report the frequencies, 
percentages, and means by principals, general education 
teachers, and special education teachers respectively on 
each statement. The most frequently selected responses are 
indicated with an asterisk (*).
Table 15
Frequencies. Percentages, and Means_of_Educational Materials 
Statements _from_PrincipalB_
Item
No.
SD D U A SA n
5. Alternative 
Materials 0 3 9 59* 45 4.26
Percentage 0 2.6 7.8 50.9* 38.8
24. Purchased 
Jointly 2 5 9 68* 32 4.06
Percentage 1.7 4.3 7.8 58.6* 27.6
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Table 15 (continued)
Item SD 
No.
D U A SA n
32. Administrators
Provide 7 29 32 40* 8 3.11
Percentage 6.0 25.0* 27.6 34.5* 6.9
34. Manipulatives
Needed 0 1 7 68* 40 4.27
Percentage 0 .9 6.0 58.6* 34.5
35. Redirect Text
Money 2 5 15 64* 30 3.99
Percentage 1.7 4.3 12.9 55.2* 25.9
36. Texts Alone 90* 21 2 1 2 1.31
Percentage 77.6* 18.1 1.7 .9 1.7
Note. SD = Stronaly Disaoree; D = Disagree; U = 
A = Agree,* SA = Strongly Agree; M = Mean.
Uncertain;
Principals responded with a 4, or "agree" as the most
frequent response on the items in the educational materials 
group of items. In the case of items 5, 24, 34, and 35, 
more than 50% of principals selected 4 as their response.
The single exception to this pattern was in response to item 
36, in which 77.6% reported a 1, or "strong disagreement".
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Table 16
Frequencies. Percentages, and Means_of_Bducational Materials 
Statements from General Education Teachers.
Item
No.
SD D U A SA M
5. Alternative
Materials 3 17 14 155* 133 4.24
Percentage .9 5.2 4.3 47.8* 41
24. Purchased
Jointly 5 23 33 192* 68 3.92
Percentage 1.5 7.1 10.2 59.3* 21
32. Administrators 
Provide 47 85 133* 52 6 2.64
Percentage 14.5 26.2 41.0* 16.0 1.9
34. Manipulatives 
Needed 5 9 43 172* 93 4.05
Percentage 1.5 2.8 13.3 53.1* 28.7
35. Redirect Text 
Money 9 3 67 154* 91 3.97
Percentage 2.8 .9 20.7 47.5* 28.1
36. Texts Alone 260* 56 1 3 4 1.26
Percentage 80.2* 17.3 .3 .9 1.2
Mote. SD o Strongly Disagree; D = Disagree; U = Uncertain; 
A o Agree; SA = Strongly Agree; M = Mean.
General education teachers reported agreement (4) as 
their most frequent response on items 5, 24, 34, and 35, 
Item 36 elicited the response, strongly disagree, which 
accounted for 80.2% of general education teachers.
7 6
Item 32 was responded to with 3, or "uncertain" as 
being the most frequent response. More than 41% of general 
education teachers selected 3 as their response to this 
item.
Table 17
Frequencies. Percentages, and Means of Materials Statements 
from Special Education Teachers.
Item SD D U A SA M
No.
5. Alternative
Materials 7
Percentage 3.6
24. Purchased
Jointly 4
Percentage 2.1
32. Administrators
Provide 31
Percentage 15.9
3 4, Manipu1at ives
Needed 3
Percentage 1.5
35. Redirect Text
Money 1
Percentage .5
14 13 85* 75 4.07
7.2 6.7 43.6* 38.5
4 3 101* 82
2.1 1.5 51.8* 42.1
4.30
76* 55 27
39.0* 28.2 13.8
6
3.1
3.27
4 12 95* 81 4.27
2.1 6.2 48.7* 41.5
5 38 96* 54 4.02
2.6 19.5 49.2* 27.8
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Table 17 (continued)
Item SD 
No.
D U A SA £3
36. Texts Alone 173* 19 1 1 1 1.14
Percentage 88.7* 9.7 .5 .5 .5
Note. SD = Stronaly Disagree; D = Disagree.* U = Uncertain; 
A = Agree; SA = Strongly Agree; £3 = Mean.
Special education teachers reported agreement (4) as 
their most frequent response to items 5, 24, 34, and 35.
The most frequent response to item 36 was strongly disagree 
(1). This response was given by 88.7% of special education 
teachers.
Item 32 elicited "disagreement” (2) as the most 
frequent response. This response accounted for 39% of the 
responses to the item.
Respondents across all three sub-groups predominantly 
reported strong disagreement with item 36. On all other 
statements, respondents across the three sub-groups reported 
agreement as the most frequent response. The two exceptions 
were in the principal and general education teacher sub­
groups on item 32, in which special education teachers 
selected disagree and general education teachers selected 
uncertain as the most numerous in responses.
Research Question 4
What are the needs of educators in terms of 
administrative supports to effectively facilitate the 
practice of inclusion?
Table 18 provides the median, mode, and range of each 
statement designed to answer research question 4. These 
scores are reported by each sub-group.
Table 18
Median. Mode, and Range Scores of the Administrative 
Supports Statements
Item
Number Statement Sub-group Mdn mode range
6. Principals
Attend
Principals 
General Ed. 
Special Ed.
9. Adequate
Inservice
Principals 
General Ed. 
Special Ed.
12. Adjust Class
Size
Principals 
General Ed. 
Special Ed.
15. Funding
Encourages
4 5 3
4 5 4
5 5 4
2 2 4
2 2 4
1 1 4
4 4 4
4 4 4
4 5 4
Principals 
General Ed. 
Special Ed.
3
3
2
3
3
3
4
4
4
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Table 18 (continued)
Item
Number Statement Sub-group Mdn mode range
23. Seek
Merger
Principals 4 4 4
General Ed. 3 4 4
Special Ed. 4 4 4
26. Funding
Restricts
Principals 4 4 4
General Ed. 3 3 4
Special Ed. 4 3 4
28. Additional 
Inservice
Principals 5 5 3
General Ed. 4 4 4
Special Ed. 5 5 4
30. Too Much
Inservice
Principals 1 1 3
General Ed. 2 2 4
Special Ed. 1 1 3
Note. SD = Stronolv Disaaree: D = Disacrree: U 
A = Agree; SA = Strongly Agree.
= Uncertain;
Median and mode scores that indicated agreement to 
strong agreement (4 to 5) were indicated by all three sub­
groups on items 6, 12, and 28. Items 23 and 26 elicited 
median and mode scores o£ 4, with the exception of general 
education teachers who reported a median score of 3 on both 
items.
Survey items 9 and 30 elicited median and mode scores 
that indicated disagreement to strong disagreement (2 to 1)
ao
from all three sub-groups. General education teachers, on 
both items, reported median and mode scores of 2.
Principals and special education teachers reported median 
and mode scores of 1 on item 30. Item 9 elicited median and 
mode scores of 2 from principals and 1 from special 
education teachers.
Tables 19, 20, and 21 report the frequencies, 
percentages, and means of responses to the administrative 
support statements by each of the three sub-groups. The 
most frequent response to each statement and the highest 
percentage of response is indicated by an asterisk (*).
Table 19
Frequencies.Percentage, and Means of Principals' Responses 
the Administrative Practices Statements
Item SD D U A SA M
No.
6. Principals
Attend 0 12 3 47 53* 4.23
Percentage 0 10.4 2.6 40.9 46.1*
9. Adequate
Inservice 32 58* 11 14 1 2.09
Percentage 27.6 50.0* 9.5 12.1 .9
12. Adjust Class
Size 6 19 25 42* 22 3.49
Percentage 5.3 16.7 21.9 36.8* 19.3
15. Funding
Encourages 13 35 36* 21 9 2.81
Percentage 11.4 30.7 31.6* 18.4 7.9
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Table 19 (continued)
Item
No.
SD D U A SA n
23. Seek
Merger
Percentage
8
7.0
19
16.5
14
12.2
53*
46,1*
21
18.3
3.52
26. Funding
Restricts 6 13 30 46* 19 3.52
Percentage 5.3 11.4 26.3 40.4* 16.4
28. Additional 
Inservice 0 2 3 45 66* 4,51
Percentage 0 1.7 2.6 38.8 56.9*
30. Too Much
Inservice 59* 36 16 5 0 1.72
Percentage 50.9* 31.0 13.8 4.3 0
Note. SD = Stronaly Disagree: D = Disaaree; U = 
A = Agree; SA = Strongly Agree; M = Mean.
Uncertain;
Principals reported agreement (4) as their most 
frequent response to items 4, 6, 12, 23, and 26. The 
remaining items in the administrative practices area each 
elicited separate responses as the most frequently selected. 
They were: item 9, disagree (2); item 15, uncertain (3); 
item 28, strongly agree (5); and item 30, strongly disagree
(1) .
Table 20
Frequencies. Percentages,._and_Means of General Education 
Teachers* Responses to the Administrative Practices 
Statements
Item SD D U A SA M
No.
6. Principals 
Attend
Percentage
9. Adequate
Inservice
Percentage
12. Adjust Class 
Size
Percentage
15. Funding
Encourages
Percentage
23. Seek
Merger
Percentage
2 6. Funding
Restricts
Percentage
28. Additional 
Inservice
Percentage
10 11 34
3.1 3.4 10.5
120 135* 36
37.2 41.8* 11.1
14 19 53
4.4 6.0 16.6
21 56 164*
6.6 17.6 51.4*
37 59 72
11.4 18.2 22.2
16 27 188*
5.0 8.4 58.4*
4 12 12
1.2 3.7 3.7
108 160* 4.23
33.4 49.5*
22 10 1.97
6.8 3.1
122* 111 3.93
37.7* 34.8
61 17 2.99
19.1 5.3
102* 54 3.24
31.5* 16.7
75 16 3.15
23.3 5.0
155* 140 4.29
48.0* 43.3
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Table 20 (continued)
Item SD D U A SA M
No.
30. Too Much
Inservice 125 144* 47 5 3 1.82
Percentage 38.6 44.4* 14.5 1.5 .9
Note. SD = Strongly Disagree; D - Disagree: U - Uncertain:
A = Agree; SA = Strongly Agree; H = Mean.
General education teachers reported agree (4) as their 
most frequent response to items 12, 23, and 28. This same 
sub-group reported uncertain (3) as their most frequent 
response to items 15 and 26, and disagree (4) to items 9 and 
30. General education teachers reported strongly agree (5) 
as their most frequent response to item 6.
Table 21
Ereouensi.es. Percentages, and Means of Special Education 
Teachers1 Responses to Administrative Practices Statements
Item SD D U A SA H
No.
6. Principals
Attend 3 8 10 60 114* 4.41
Percentage 1.5 4.1 5.1 30.8 58.5*
Adequate
Inservice 114* 67 7 5 2 1.53
Percentage 58.5* 34.4 3.6 2.6 1.0
84
Table 21 (continued)
Item
No.
SD D U A SA n
12. Adjust Class 
Size 4 14 15 73 88* 4.17
Percentage 2.1 7.2 7.7 37.4 45.1*
15. Funding
Encourages 49 54 70* 16 4 2.34
Percentage 25.4 28.0 35.9* 8.3 2.1
23. Seek
Merger 12 17 24 70* 70* 4 .11
Percentage 6.2 8.7 12.3 35.9 35.9
26. Funding
Restricts 6 11 64* 61 51 3,73
Percentage 3.1 5.7 33.2* 31,6 26.4
28. Additional 
Inservice 6 2 2 37 148* 4.63
Percentage 3.1 1.0 1.0 19.0 75.9*
3 0. Too Much
Inservice 136* 45 11 3 0 1.39
Percentage 69.7* 23.1 5.6 1.5 0
Note. SD = Stronalv Disaoree: D = Disaaree: U = 
A = Agree; SA = Strongly Agree; M = Mean.
Uncertain;
Special education teachers responded to items 6, 12, 
and 28 with strongly agree (5) being the most frequent 
response. Items 15 and 26 elicited uncertain (3) as the 
most frequent response from this sub-group. Item 9 elicited 
the response, strongly disagree (1), as the most frequent;
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item 23 elicited 70 responses each for agree (4) and 
strongly agree (5). This accounted for 71.8% of the 
responses by special education teachers.
All sub-groups indicated a strong need for additional 
inservice training on inclusion by indicating agreement to 
strong agreement on item 28, and by indicating disagreement 
to strong disagreement to items 9 and 30.
The three sub-groups all reported 5 {strongly agree) to 
item 6 as their most frequent answer, regarding the 
statement that principals should attend IEP meetings.
Special education teachers reported 5 (strongly agree and 
principals and general education teachers reported 4 (agree) 
as the most frequent response to item 12.
The two items that dealt specifically with funding 
issues (IS and 26) were most frequently responded to with 
uncertain (3) by all groups. The single exception was the 
response of principals in regard to item 26, in which agree 
(4) was the most frequent response.
Research Question 5
What are the needs of educators in terms of curriculum 
and instructional practices to effectively facilitate the 
practice of inclusion?
Table 22 presents the mean, median, and range scores of 
the 11 statements regarding curriculum and instructional 
practices. The scores are presented by sub-groups.
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Table 22 .
Median, Mode, and Range Scores of the Curriculum and 
Instructional Statements
Item
Number Statement Sub-group Mdn mode range
3.
8 .
11.
14,
16,
18.
2 0 .
Inclusion
Comfortable
Pairing
Effective
Traditional
Methods
Cooperative
Groups
Amount of 
Material
Remediate
Weakness
Basic
Skills
Principals 
General Ed. 
Special Ed.
Principals 
General Ed. 
Special Ed.
Principals 
General Ed. 
Special Ed.
Principals 
General Ed. 
Special Ed.
Principals 
General Ed. 
Special Ed.
Principals 
General Ed. 
Special Ed.
Principals 
General Ed. 
Special Ed.
4
3
4
4
4
4
2
2
1
4
4
4
2
2
1
4
4
3
3
3
3
4
4
4
4
4
4
2
1
1
4
4
4
1
2
1
4
4
4
2
4
2
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
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Table 22 (continued)
Item
Number Statement Sub-group Mdn mode range
22. Curriculum
Paced
Principals 4 4 3
General Ed. 4 4 4
Special Ed. 4 4 4
25. Multiple
Approach
Principals 5 5 4
General Ed. 4 4 4
Special Ed. 5 5 3
27. General Ed.
Can Modify
Principals 2 2 4
General Ed. 2 2 4
Special Ed. 2 1 4
33. Peer Tutoring
No Value
Principals 2 2 4
General Ed. 2 2 4
Special Ed. 1 1 4
Note. 1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Uncertain;
4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree.
Items 3, 8, 14, 18, and 22 produced median and mode 
scores of 4. The two exceptions to this trend concerning 
these items occurred in items 3 and 18, Median scores of 3 
were reported by general education teachers on item 3 and 
special education teachers on item 18.
On item 25 a median and mode score of 5 was reported by 
principals and special education teachers. A median and 
mode score of 4 was reported by general education teachers
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on the same item.
Items 27 and 33 elicited mostly median and mode scores
of 2. This trend held true in all responses except for the
responses of special education teachers. This sub-group 
reported median and modes scores of l on item 33, and a mode 
score of 1 on item 27.
Tables 23, 24, and 25 report the frequencies, 
percentages, and means of responses to each curriculum 
statement by each of the three sub-groups. The most
frequent response to each statement and the highest
percentage of responses is indicated by an asterisk (*). 
Table 23
Frequencies. Percentages, and Means of Principals' Responses 
to Curriculum and Instructional Practices Statements
Item SD D U A SA M
No.
3. Inclusion
Comfortable 3 21 31 47* 14 3.41
Percentage 2.6 18,1 26.7 40.5* 12.1
8. Pairing
Effective 3 3 17 60* 33 4.01
Percentage 2.6 2.6 14.7 51.7* 28.4
11. Traditional
Methods 46 48* 8 11 3 1.94
Percentage 39.7 41.4* 6.9 9.5 2.6
14. Cooperative
Groups 2 3 19 73* 19 3.90
Percentage 1.7 2.6 16.4 62.9* 16.4
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Table 23 (continued)
Item
No.
SD D U A SA
16. Amount of 
Material 50* 42 5 15 4 1.79
Percentage 43.1* 36.2 4.3 12.9 3 .4
18. Remediate 
Weakness 3 29 24 53* 6 3.26
Percentage 2.6 25.0 20.7 45.7* 5.2
20. Basic 
Skills 10 45* 19 37 4 3.17
Percentage B. 7 39.1* 16.5 32.2* 3.5
22. Curriculum 
Paced 0 7 4 65* 39 4.18
Percentage 0 6.1 3.5 56.5* 33.6
25. Multiple 
Approach 1 2 1 53 59* 4 .44
Percentage .9 1.7 .9 45.7 50.9*
27. General Ed. 
Can Modify 31 52* 16 14 3 2.19
Percentage 26.7 44.8* 13.8 12.1 2.6
33. Peer Tutoring
No Value 47 52* 10 3 3 1.81
Percentage 40.9 45.2* 8.7 2.6 2.6
Note. SD = Stroncrlv Disaaree.* D = Disagree: U = 
A = Agree; SA a Strongly Agree; M = Mean.
Uncertain;
Principals reported as their most frequent response, 
agree (4), to items 3, 8, 14, 18, and 22. The same sub-
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group responded to items 11, 20, 27, and 33 with disagree
(2) as their most £requent response, Item 25 elicited 
strongly agree (5) as the most frequent response and item 16 
elicited strongly disagree (1) as the most frequent response 
by principals.
Table 24
Frequencies. Percentages, and Means of General Education 
Teachers' Responses to Curriculum and Instructional.
P-rac_ti.ee s Statements
Item SD D U A SA £3
No.
3. Inclusion
Comfortable 43 60 79 124* 17 3.04
Percentage 13.3 18.6 24,4 38.4* 5.3
8. Pairing
Effective 10 13 64 151* 85 3.89
Percentage 3.1 7.1 26.9 73.7* 26.3
11 Traditional
Methods 142* 130 24 17 11 1.84
Percentage 43.8* 40.1 7,4 5.2 3.4
14 Cooperative
Groups 12 19 59 189* 45 3.73
Percentage 3.7 5.9 18.2 58.3* 13.9
16. Amount of
Material 91 131* 17 68 17 3.65
Percentage 28.1 40.4* 5.2 21.0 5.2
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Table 24 (continued)
Item
No.
SD D U A SA
IB. Remediate 
Weakness 10 53 88 134* 38 3 .42
Percentage 3.1 16.4 27.2 41.4* 11.8
20. Basic 
Skills 18 99 64 116* 26 3.10
Percentage 5.6 30.7 19.8 35.9* 8.0
22. Curriculum 
Paced 5 23 48 177* 71 3.88
Percentage 1.5 7.1 14.8 54.6* 21.9
25. Multiple 
Approach 1 4 11 164* 144 4.38
Percentage .3 1.2 3.4 50.6* 44.4
27. General Ed. 
Can Modify 70 140* 52 54 6 2 .34
Percentage 21.7 43.5* 16.1 16.8 1.9
33. Peer Tutoring 
No Value 91 142* 46 32 13 2.18
Percentage 28.1 43.8* 14.2 9.9 4.0
Note. SD = Stronolv Disagree,* D = Disagree; U = 
A = Agree,* SA = Strongly Agree; M = Mean,
Uncertain;
General education teachers reported agreement (4) as 
their most frequent response to items 3, 8, 14, 18, 20, 22, 
and 25 that dealt specifically with curriculum and 
instructional practices. The same sub-groups indicated 
disagreement (2) with items 16, 27, and 33. Item 11
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elicited strongly disagree (l) as the most frequent response 
from general education teachers.
Table 25
Frequencies, Percentages, and Means__of_Special Education 
Teachers' Responses.to Curriculum and Instructional 
Practices Statements
Item SD D U A SA M
No.
3. Inclusion
Comfortable 9 18 30 91* 43 3.74
Percentage 4.7 9.2 15.4 47.6* 22.5
8. Pairing
Effective 5 8 25 79* 77 4.11
Percentage 2.6 4.1 12.9 40.7* 39.7
11. Traditional
Methods 129* 47 7 8 3 1.50
Percentage 66.5* 24.2 3.6 4.1 1.5
14. Cooperative
Groups 6 7 29 115* 37 3.88
Percentage 3.1 3.6 14.9 59.3* 19.1
16. Amount of
Material 105* 63 8 10 9 1.74
Percentage 53.8* 32.3 4.1 5.1 4.6
18. Remediate
Weakness 17 57 31 72* 18 3.09
Percentage 8.7 29.2 15.9 36.9* 9.2
20. Basic
Skills 18 76* 30 54 17 2.88
Percentage 9.2 39.0* 15.4 27.7 8.7
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Table 25 (continued)
Item
No.
SD D U A SA £i
22. Curriculum 
Paced 2 4 14 91* 83 4.28
Percentage 1.0 2.1 7.2 46.9* 42.8
25. Multiple 
Approach 0 5 3 58 129* 4.60
Percentage 0 2.6 1.5 29.7 66.2*
27. General Ed. 
Can Modify 92* 74 16 9 4 1.76
Percentage 47.2* 37.9 8.2 4.6 2.1
33. Peer Tutoring
No Value 103* 61 13 12 6 1.75
Percentage 52.8* 31.3 6.7 6.2 3.1
Note. SD s Stronolv Disaaree: D = Disaaree.- U = 
A = Agree; SA = Strongly Agree; M = Mean.
Uncertain;
Special education teachers responded to items 3, 8, 14, 
18, and 22 most frequently with agree (4). Items 11, 16,
27, and 33 elicited the most frequent response, strongly 
disagree (1). Strongly agree (5) was the most frequent 
response to item 25, while disagree (2) was the most 
frequent response to item 20.
All three sub-groups reported agree (4) as their most 
frequent response to item 3, that they are comfortable with 
the curricular adaptations necessitated by inclusion. All 
sub-groups reported agreement to strong agreement that
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teacher pairing, cooperative grouping, a paced curriculum, 
and a multiple approach are all effective practices to 
integrate students with special needs into regular 
classrooms (items 8, 14, 22, and 25).
Strong disagreement (1) was reported as the most 
frequent response to item 11 form principals and special 
education teachers, and disagree (2) was the most frequent 
response given by general education teachers to the same 
item. Disagreement (2) to strong disagreement (1) was 
reported as the most frequent response by all sub-groups to 
items 11, 16, 27, and 33.
Research Question 6
What are the beliefs of principals, general education 
teachers, and special education teachers about the effect of 
inclusion on typical, or non-handicapped students?
Table 26 presents the mean, median and range scores of 
the three sub-groups regarding the effect of inclusion on 
typical, or non-handicapped students.
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Table 26
Mean. Median, and Range_S_c ores of the Belief.Statements
Item
Number Statement Sub-group Mdh mode range
4. Learning
Inhibited
Principals 3 4 4
General Ed. 3 2 4
Special Ed. 2 2 4
19. Accept as
Classmates
Principals 2 2 4
General Ed. 2 2 4
Special Ed, 2 2 4
21. Making Fun
Frequent
Principals 2 2 4
General Ed. 3 2 4
Special Ed. 2 2 4
Note. 1 = Strongly Disagree,- 2 = Disagree; 3 
4 = Agree; 5 = Strongly Agree.
= Uncertain,-
Principals, general education teachers, and special 
education teachers reported a median and mode of 2 to item
19. Item 21 elicited a median and mode of 2 from principals 
and special education teachers, and a median of 3, and a 
mode of 2 from general education teachers.
The sharpest contrast in median and mode scores within 
this group of items came from item 4. Principals reported a 
median of 3 and a mode of 4; general education teachers
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reported a median of 3 and a mode of 2; and special 
education teachers reported a median and mode of 2.
Tables 27, 28, and 29 report the frequencies, 
percentages, and means of responses to each belief statement 
regarding the effect of inclusion on typical learners. The 
results are reported by each sub-group. The most frequent 
response and percentage is indicated by an asterisk {*). 
Table 27
to_.the_Belief Statements
Item
No.
SD D U A SA n
4. Learning
Inhibited 22 29* 27 29* 8 2.76
Percentage 19.1 25.2* 23.5 25.2* 7.0
19. Accept as
Classmates 3 13 19 69* 12 3.64
Percentage 2.6 13.8 16.4 59.5* 10.3
21. Making Fun
Frequent 14 51* 26 20 5 2.53
Percentage 12.1 44,0* 22.4 17.2 4.3
Mote. SD = Strongly Disagree,* D = Disagree; U = Uncertain; 
A = Agree; SA « Strongly Agree; M = Mean.
Principals responded with disagree (2) as their most 
frequent response to item 21, and with agree (4) as 
their most frequent response to item 19. There was an equal 
number of responses from principals (25.2% each) for agree 
(4) and disagree (2) to item 4.
Table 28
Frequencies. Percentages, and Means_of_General Education 
Teachers1 Responses to the Belie£ Statements
Item
No.
SD D U A SA M
4. Learning
Inhibited 28 93* 73 76 52 3 .10
Percentage 8.7 29.9* 22.7 23.6 16.1
19. Accept as
Classmates 16 58 71 156* 22 3.34
Percentage 5.0 18.0 22.0 48.3* 6.7
21. Making Fun 
Frequent 39 117* 81 66 20 2.72
Percentage 12.1 36.2* 25.1 20.4 6.2
Mote. SD = Strongly Disagree; D = Disagree; U = Uncertain; 
A = Agree; SA = Strongly Agree; H = Mean.
General education teachers reported disagree (2) as 
their most frequent response to items 4 and 21, and agree 
(4) as their most frequent response to item 19.
Table 29
Frequencies. Percentages, and Means of_Special Education 
Teachers1 Responses to the Belief Statements
Item SD D U A SA M
No.
4. Learning
Inhibited 35 63* 39 43 15 2.69
Percentage 17.9 32.3* 20.0 22.1 7.7
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Table 29 (continued)
Item
No.
SD D U A SA M
19. Accept as
Classmates 5 41 37 96* 15 3.39
Percentage 2,6 21.1 19.1 49.5* 7.7
21. Making Fun 
Frequent 29 83* 42 30 11 2.54
Percentage 14.9 42.6* 21.5 15.4 5.6
Mote. SD = Strongly Disagree; D = Disagree; U = Uncertain; 
A = Agree; SA u strongly Agree; EJ = Mean.
Special education teachers reported disagree (2) as 
their most frequent response to items 4 and 21, and agree 
(4) as their most frequent response to item 19.
The responses by all three sub-groups were the same in 
terms of the frequency of responses to each item.
Principals responses to item 4 were evenly split between 
agree (4) and disagree (2).
Research Question 7.
Are there any significant differences between 
demographic variables and the responses elicited from the 
survey items?
Null Hypotheses for Research Question 7 
H01: There will be no significant difference in the 
responses of males and females on all subscales.
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The Mann-Whitney U Test was used to determine if there was a 
significant difference in attitudes toward inclusion. A 
statistical analysis was used for each of the five sub­
scales. Table 30 presents data relevant to this hypothesis. 
Table 30
Difference in Attitudes_Toward Inclusion Between Males and 
Females
Mean Rank
Sub-Scales Males Females U g value
1. Curriculum/
Instructional
2. Attitudinal
3. Administrative
4. Effective
Practice
5. Willingness
to Include
256.76 322.54
290.18 307.90
251.21 322.97
297.74 309.59
291.46 317.51
30223.0 .0000
36373.0 .2504
29203.5 .0000
37876.5 .4448
37233.0 .0927
The statistical analysis indicated significant 
differences between the responses of males and females on 
both the Curriculum/Instructional and Administrative sub­
scales. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.
The mean rank of females on the Curriculum/ 
Instructional sub-scale was 322.54 and 256.76 of males. The 
U value was 30223.0 with a probability of .0000, This 
indicates that female respondents possess a significantly
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higher level of support for curriculum and instructional 
practices that facilitates the practice of inclusion.
Female respondents also reported a significantly higher 
level of support for administrative practices that are 
conducive to the practice of inclusion. The mean ranks on 
the Administrative Practices sub-scale was 322.97 for 
females and 251.21 for males. The U value was 29203.5 and 
the probability was .0000.
Males and females were not significantly different on 
the Attitudinal, Effective Practice, and Willingness to 
Include sub-scale scores.
H02 : There will be no significant differences in the 
willingness to include based on the respondent’s 
level of education,
A Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance was computed to 
determine if there was a significant difference in the 
willingness to include based on the respondents’s level of 
education. Table 31 presents data relevant to this 
hypothesis.
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Table 31
Difference, in willingness to Include_Bv Educational Level
Mean
Rank Frequency
Educational
Level
Kruskal-
Wallis
Chi-Square p value
316.58 65 Bachelor's
298.48 165 Some Graduate
305.14 332 Master1s
302.31 35 Specialist
404.72 16 Doctorate 5.5588 .2346
The Kruskal-Wallis chi-square was 5.5588 and the 
probability was .2346. This indicates that there was no 
significant difference in the willingness to include based 
on the respondent's level of education. Therefore, the null 
hypothesis was retained.
H„3: There will be no significant differences in the 
perception that inclusion is an effective 
practice based on the level of experience in 
working with students who have disabilities.
A Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance was computed to 
determine if there was a significant difference in the 
perception that inclusion is an effective practice based on 
the level of experience in working with students who have 
disabilities. Table 32 presents data relevant to this 
hypothesis.
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Table 32
Difference in Perception of Inclusion_as_an Effective 
Practice By Level of Experience
Mean
Rank Frequency
Level of 
Experience
Kruskal-
Wallis
Chi-Square E value
216.81 29 None
230.88 92 Very Little
292.10 153 Some
313.40 145 Good Bit
366.11 196 Extensive 47,5097 .0000
The respondents indicated their level of experience in 
working with students who have disabilities by selecting one 
of five possible levels of experience. They were: none, 
very little, some, a good bit, or extensive. The mean ranks 
were as followed: none, 216.81; very little, 230.88; some, 
292.10; a good bit, 313.40; and extensive, 366.11.
The Kruskal-Wallis chi-square was 47.5097 and the 
probability was .0000. This indicates that there was a 
significant difference in the perception that inclusion is 
an effective practice based on the level of experience in 
working with students who have disabilities. Therefore, the 
null hypothesis was rejected.
Post-hoc Mann-Whitney U Tests were used to determine 
which pairs of category responses were significantly 
different. Table 33 provides data relevant to the paired 
tests.
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Table 33
Differences_in_Paired Experience_Level Categories bv 
Effective Practice
Mean
Rank Frequency
Experience 
Level Pair U U
59.24 29 None and
61.55 92 Very Little 12.83.0 .7560
71.21 29 None and
95.35 153 Some 1630.0 .0232*
64.31 29 None and
92.14 145 A Good Bit 1430.0 .0064*
67.05 29 None and
119.80 196 Extensive 1509.5 .0000*
106.51 92 Very Little and
132.92 153 Some 5521.0 .0046*
99.33 92 Very Little and
131.48 145 A Good Bit 4860.0 .0004*
102.98 92 Very Little and
163.99 196 Extensive 5196.5 .0000*
144.11 153 Some and
155.19 145 A Good Bit 10267.5 .2658
150.73 153 Some and
193.94 196 Extensive 11281.0 .0001*
153.59 145 A Good Bit and -
183.88 196 Extensive 11685.5 .0049*
* indicates a Significant Difference at p > .05
The post-hoc Mann-Whitney U Tests revealed significant 
differences in all pairs of responses with the exception of 
two (none and very little, and some and a good bit). The 
results of each paired test that produced a significant
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difference are examined below.
The mean rank for respondents who indicated that they 
had some experience was 95.35, and 71.21 for those who 
indicated that they had no experience. The U value was
1630.0 with a probability of .0232. This finding indicates 
a significant difference in the belief that inclusion 
is an effective practice between the two groups.
Respondents who had some experience were significantly 
higher.
A mean rank of 92.14 was reported for those who 
reported having a good bit of experience and 64.31 was 
reported by those who reported having none. The U value for 
this pair was 1430.0 with a probability of .0064, This 
finding indicates a significant difference in the belief 
that inclusion is an effective practice between the two 
groups. Respondents who reported having a good bit of 
experience were significantly higher.
The paired test between those who had extensive 
experience and those who had none produced mean rankings of 
119.80 for those who reported extensive experience, and
67.05 for those who reported no experience. The U value was
1509.5 and the probability was .0000. This indicates a 
significant difference in the belief that inclusion is an 
effective practice between the two groups. Respondents who 
reported having extensive experience were significantly 
higher.
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The mean rank of respondents who reported having some 
experience was 132.92 and for those who reported having very 
little experience was 106.51. The U value was 5521.0 and 
the probability was .0046. This indicates a significant 
difference in the belief that inclusion is an effective 
practice between the two groups. Respondents who reported 
having some experience were significantly higher.
Respondents who indicated having had a good bit of 
experience had a mean rank of 131.48 and those who reported 
having very little, 99.33. The U value was 4860.0 and the 
probability was ,0004. This indicates a significant 
difference in the belief that inclusion is an effective 
practice between the two groups. Respondents who reported 
having a good bit of experience were significantly higher.
The mean ranking of those respondents who reported 
having extensive experience was 163.99 and for those who 
reported having had very little experience was 102.88. The 
U value was 5196.5 and the probability was .0000. This 
indicates a significant difference in the belief that 
inclusion is an effective practice between the two groups. 
Respondents who reported having extensive experience were 
significantly higher.
Respondents who reported having extensive experience 
had a mean rank of 193.94 and those who reported having 
some, 150,73. The U value was 11281.0 and the probability 
was .0001. This indicates a significant difference in the
1 0 6
belief that inclusion is an effective practice between the 
two groups. Respondents who reported having extensive 
experience were significantly higher.
A mean rank of 183.88 was assigned to those who 
reported having extensive experience and a mean rank of 
153.59 to those who had a good bit of experience. The U
value was 11685 and the probability was .0049. This
indicates a significant difference in the belief that 
inclusion is an effective practice between the two groups. 
Respondents who reported having extensive experience were 
significantly higher.
H„4: There will be no significant difference in the 
willingness to include students between 
educators who work in elementary schools and
educators who work in middle schools and high
schools.
A Mann-Whitney U Test was used to determine if there 
was a significant difference in the willingness to include 
students between educators who work in elementary schools 
and educators who work in middle schools and high schools. 
Table 34 presents data relevant to this hypothesis.
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Table 34
Difference in Willingness to Include bv Type of School
Mean Rank Frequency School Type U p value
313.72 275 Elementary
304.29 341 Middle and
High School 45453.0 .5126
At the .05 level, there was no statistical difference 
in the willingness to include students between educators who 
work in elementary schools and educators who work in middle 
schools and high schools. The null hypothesis was retained.
H„5: Responses by principals, general education
teachers, and special education teachers will not 
be significantly different in the areas: 
attitudinal; curriculum and instruction; 
administrative supports; effective practice; and 
willingness to include.
The Kruskal-Wallis One-Way ANOVA was used to determine 
if differences existed in the responses by principals, 
general education teachers and special education teachers in 
each of the five sub-scale areas. Post-hoc Mann-Whitney U 
Tests were used in pairs to determine if there were any 
significant differences in the response by the three sub­
groups of principals, general education teachers, and 
special education teachers. A significantly higher score 
on a sub-scale indicates a stronger level of support for
108
inclusion on each of the sub-scales. Tables 35 through 44 
examine the data relevant to this hypothesis.
Table 35
Assionment
Mean
Rank Frequency
Current
Professional
Assignment
Kruskal-
Wallis
Chi-Square E value
270.57 315 General Ed.
347.95 183 Special Ed.
339.25 114 Principal 27.0201 .0000
The Kruskal-Wallis chi-square was 27.0201 and the 
probability was .0000. The difference among educators' 
current professional assignment on the Attitudinal sub-scale 
was statistically significant at the .05 level.
Post-hoc Mann-Whitney U Tests were used to determine 
which pairs of respondents yielded statistically significant 
responses. Table 36 presents data relevant to these tests.
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Table 36
Differences in Paired ProfessionaLAsBignment Responses on 
the Attitudinal Sub-Scale
Mean
Rank Frequency
Professional 
Assignment Pairs u
226.50 315 General Ed. and
289.50 183 Special Ed 21579.0 .0000*
150.87 183 Special Ed. and
146.00 114 Principals 10089.0 .6344
250.75 114 Principals and
202.06 315 General Ed. 13879.0 .0003*
The post-hoc tests indicated significant statistical 
differences in the responses between principals and general 
education teachers, and also between general education 
teachers and special education teachers. There was not a 
statistically significant difference between the responses 
of principals and special education teachers.
The mean rank of special education teachers was 289.50 
and 226.50 for general education teachers. The U value was
21579,0 and the probability was .0000. This indicates that 
special education teachers scored significantly higher on 
the Attitudinal sub-scale.
The mean rank for principals was 250.75 and 202.06 for 
general education teachers. The U value was 13879.0 and the 
probability was .0003. This indicates that principals
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scored significantly higher on the Attitudinal sub-scale.
A Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA was used to determine if 
differences existed between the respondents' current 
professional assignment on the Curriculum and Instructional 
Bub-scale. Table 37 presents data relevant to this test. 
Table 37
Difference in Curriculum and^Enstructional Sub-Scale. and 
Current Professional Assignment
Mean
Rank Frequency
Current
Professional
Assignment
Kruskal-
Wallis
Chi-Square E value
256.08
383.16
320.31
312
189
112
General Ed. 
Special Ed. 
Principals 61.5068 * 0000
The Kruskal-Wallis chi-square was 61.5068 and the
probability was .0000. The difference among educators 
current professional assignment on the Curriculum and 
Instructional sub-scale was statistically significant at the 
.05 level.
Post-hoc Mann-Whitney U Tests were used to determine 
which pairs of respondents yielded statistically significant 
responses. Table 38 presents data relevant to these tests.
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Table 38
Differences in Faired_ProfeBBional_Assiqnment^Rgsponses on . 
the Curriculum and Instructional Sub-Scale
Mean
Rank Frequency
Professional 
Assignment Pairs U E
211.64 312 General Ed. and
315.98 189 Special Ed. 17203.5 .0000*
162.19 189 Special Ed. and
132.12 112 Principals 8469.5 .0037*
244.69 112 Principals and
200.95 312 General Ed. 13867.0 .0012*
* Statistically Significant at p > .05
There were significant differences between all pairs of 
principals, general education teachers and special education 
teachers on the Curriculum/Instructional Sub-Scales.
Special education teachers had a mean rank of 315.98 
and general education teachers, 211.64. The U value was
17203,5 and the probability was .0000. Special education 
teachers scored significantly higher on the Curriculum and 
Instructional sub-scale.
Special education teachers had a mean rank of 162.19 
and principals, 132.12, The U value was 8469.5 and the 
probability was .0037. This indicates that special 
education teachers scored significantly higher on the 
Curriculum and Instructional sub-scale.
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Principals had a mean rank of 244.69 and general 
education teachers, 200.95. The U value was 13867.0 and the 
probability was .0012. This indicates that principals 
scored significantly higher on the Curriculum and 
Instructional sub-scale.
A Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA was used to determine if there 
was a significant difference in the respondents' current 
professional assignment and the Administrative sub-scale. 
Table 39 presents data relevant to this test.
Table 39
Difference in Administrative Sub-Scale and Current 
Professional Assignment
Mean
Rank Frequency
Current
Professional
Assignment
Kruskal-
Wallis
Chi-Square B value
257.31
409.02
262.55
311
190
109
General Ed. 
Special Ed. 
Principals 95.7412 * 0000
The Kruskal-Wallis chi-square was 95.7412 and the
probability was .0000. The difference among educators 
current professional assignment on the Administrative sub­
scale was statistically significant at the .05 level.
Post-hoc Mann-Whitney U Tests were used to determine 
which pairs of respondents yielded statistically significant 
responses. Table 40 presents data relevant to these tests.
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Table 40
Differences in Paired Professional Assignment Responses on 
the Administrative_S-Ufa^Scale
Mean Professional
Rank Frequency Assignment Pairs U E
203.51 311 General Ed. and
328.73 190 Special Ed. 14775.5 .0000*
175.78 190 Special Ed. and
105.06 109 Principals 5456.5 .0000*
212.49 109 Principals and
209.80 311 General Ed. 16732.5 .8414
* Statistically Significant at p > .05
There were statistically significant differences 
between the responses of general education teachers and 
special education teachers, and also between special 
education teachers and principals. There was not a 
significant difference between the responses of principals 
and general education teachers.
The mean rank score of special education teachers was 
328.73 and 203.51 for general education teachers. The U 
value was 14775.5 and the probability was .0000. This 
indicates that special education teachers scored 
significantly higher on the administrative sub-scale.
Special education teachers had a mean rank of 175.78 
and principals , 105.06. The U value was 5456.5 and the
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probability was .0000, This indicates that special 
education teachers scored significantly higher on the 
Administrative sub-scale.
A Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA was used to determine if there 
was a significant difference in the the respondents' current 
professional assignment and the Effective Practice sub­
scale. Table 41 presents data relevant to this test.
Table 41
Difference in Effective_Practice Sub-Scale and Current 
Professional Assignment
Mean
Rank Frequency
Current
Professional
Assignment
Kruskal-
Wallis
Chi-Square p value
273.48 317 General Ed.
349.11 188 Special Ed.
347.06 114 Principal 27.2278 .0000*
The Kru skal-Wal1is chi-square was 27.2278 and the
probability was .0000. The difference among educators 
current professional assignment on the Effective Practice 
sub-scale was statistically significant at the ,05 level.
Post-hoc Mann-Whitney U Tests were used to determine 
which pairs of respondents yielded statistically significant 
responses. Table 42 presents data relevant to these tests.
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Table 42
Differences in Paired Professional-Assignment Responses on
the Effective Practice Sub-Scale
Mean
Rank Frequency
Professional 
Assignment Pairs U E
230.11 317 General Ed. and
291.59 1B8 Special Ed. 22542.5 .0000*
152.01 188 Special Ed. and
150.65 114 Principals 10619.5 .8954
253.91 114 Principals and
202.37 317 General Ed. 13747.5 .0001*
* Statistically Significant at p > .05
There were statistically significant differences in the 
responses of general education teachers and special 
education teachers, and also between principals and general 
education teachers. There were no statistically significant 
differences between the responses of special education 
teachers and principals.
The mean rank of special education teachers was 291.59 
and general education teachers, 230.11. The U value was
22542.5 and the probability was .0000. This indicates that 
special education teachers scored significantly higher on 
the Effective Practice sub-scale.
The mean rank of principals was 253.91 and general 
education teachers, 202.37, The U value was 13747.5 and the 
probability was .0001. This indicates that principals
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scores significantly higher on the Effective Practice sub­
scale.
A Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA was used to determine if there 
was a significant difference in the respondents' current 
professional assignment on the Willingness to Include sub­
scale. Table 43 provides data relevant to this test.
Table 43
Difference in Willingness_to Include Sub-Scale and Current
Professional Assianment
Current Kruskal-
Mean Professional Wallis
Rank Frequency Assignment Chi-Square P value
277.86 322 General Ed.
365.02 189 Special Ed.
331.19 116 Principal 29.1364 * 0000*
The Kruskal-Wallis chi-square was 29.1364 and the
probability was .0000. The difference among educators 
current professional assignment on the Willingness to 
Include sub-scale was statistically significant at the .05 
level. In each comparison there was a significant 
statistical difference at the .05 level. Therefore, the 
null hypothesis was rejected.
Post-hoc Mann-Whitney U Tests were used to determine 
which pairs of respondents yielded statistically significant 
responses. Table 44 presents data relevant to these tests.
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Table 44
Dif ferences_in_ Paired ProfessionaJ^Assignment Responses on 
the_Willingness to Include Sub-Scale
Mean
Rank Frequency
Professional 
Assignment Pairs U E
229.90 322 General Ed. and
300.47 189 Special Ed. 22024.5 .0000*
159.55 189 Special Ed. and
142.33 116 Principals 9724.05 .0960
247.36 116 Principals and
209.46 322 General Ed. 15444.0 .0054*
* Statistically Significant at p > ,05
There were statistically significant differences 
between the responses of general education teachers* and 
also between principals and general education teachers.
There were no statistically significant differences between 
the responses of principals and general education teachers. 
The mean rank score of special education teachers was
300.47 and for general education teachers, 229.90. The U 
value was 22024.5 and the probability was .0000. This 
indicates that special education teachers scored 
significantly higher on the Willingness to include sub­
scale.
The mean rank for principals was 247.36 and for general 
education teachers, 209.46. The U value was 15444.0 and the 
probability was .0054. This indicates that principals
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scored significantly higher on the Willingness to include 
sub-scale.
H„6: There will be no significant difference in the
perception that inclusion is an effective practice 
between educators who hold elementary 
certification and those who do not.
A Mann-Whitney U Test was used to determine if there 
was a significant difference in the perception that 
inclusion is an effective practice between educators who 
hold elementary certification and those who do not. Data 
relevant to this hypothesis is presented in Table 45.
Table 45
Difference_in_Perception_of Effective.Practice between
Hot
Mean
Rank Frequency Certification U E value
305.04 215 Elementary
316.42 409 Non-Elementary 42364.0 .4527
At the .05 level, there was no statistical difference 
in the perception that inclusion is an effective practice 
between those educators who hold elementary certification 
and those who do not, The null hypothesis was retained.
H07 : There will be no significant relationship between
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years of experience and the willingness to include 
students with disabilities into regular 
classrooms.
A Spearman's correlation coefficient was used to 
determine if the was a relationship between years of 
experience and the willingness to include students with 
disabilities into regular classrooms. Data relevant to this 
hypothesis is contained in Table 46.
Table 46
Relationship Between Years of Experience_and_WjJJLincmess to - 
include
Sub-scale rho value p value
Willingness to Include -.12801 .00135
A rho value of -.12801, and a probability of .00135,
was obtained for this hypothesis. The results of the
Spearman's correlation coefficient indicated an inverse 
relationship that was statistically significant. The 
indication from this correlation is that the more years of 
professional experience the educator has, the less willing 
he/she is to include students with disabilities into regular 
classes. The null hypothesis was rejected.
Summary
This chapter presented and described data relevant to 
the research study. The sample for this study consisted of
116 principals, 324 general education teachers, and 195 
special education teachers from the population of Northeast 
Tennessee public school educators. Research questions 1 
through 6 were answered by reporting the median, mode, and 
range scores from the SPSS Computer computations. The Mann- 
Whitney U Test was used to test hypotheses 1, 4, and 6. The 
Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance was used to test 
hypotheses 2, 3, and 5. Spearman's correlation coefficient 
was used to test hypothesis 7.
Chapter 5 contains a summary of findings, conclusions, 
and recommendations.
CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to determine, from the 
perspective of principals, special education teachers, and 
regular education teachers their current perceptions of 
inclusion, and what preparations or changes are needed to 
help educators succeed in inclusionary practices.
This chapter will summarize the data and major findings 
of this research study. Conclusions and recommendations for 
further studies will also be included.
Summary
Data for this study were requested from principals, 
general education teachers, and special education teachers 
who work in the Northeast Tennessee First Educational 
District. Respondents who completed and returned the survey 
instrument for this study provided the necessary data to 
analyze and report the contained findings.
There were 648 of 1056 educators who participated in 
this research study. The total response rate was 61%. Of 
the total respondents, there were three sub-groups: 
principals, general education teachers, and special 
education teachers.
Principals responded at a rate of 63.04% (116); general 
education teachers at 54.27 % (324); and special education
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teachers at 70.91% (195). Thirteen respondents failed to 
indicate their current professional assignment, and as a 
result, 60.13% (635) responses were used to analyze the data 
for this study.
There was a total of 29.92% female respondents and 
67.72% male respondents, with 2.36% not indicating their 
sex. Females also accounted for the majority percentage in 
the sub-groups of general education teachers and special 
education teachers. There was, however, a sharp contrast in 
the percentage of male to female principals. Of the 
principals who participated in the study, 68.10% were male 
and 30.20% were female, with 1,70% not indicating their sex.
Respondents indicated their highest degree of education 
by checking on the survey instrument: bachelor’s (10.08%), 
some graduate work (26.46%), master's (52.90%), specialist's 
(5.20%), or doctorate (2.36%). Of the 15 participants who 
held doctorates, 12 were principals, 2 were general 
education teachers and 1 was a special education teacher. 
General education teachers and special education teachers 
reported similar percentages in each educational level.
Most had completed at least some graduate level work.
The number of years experience held was indicated by 
respondents. A majority of 72.44% of the total group of 
participants indicated that they held 10 or more years of 
experience. Over 60% of each sub-group had 10 or more years 
of experience and for principals it was over 90%.
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Survey participants indicated that 1.57% worked in pre- 
Kindergarten, 42.69% in elementary schools, 25.98% in middle 
schools, and 28.66% in high schools. Elementary principals 
accounted for 56.04% of the total group of principals. The 
distributions among teachers, both general and special 
education, were more evenly split between elementary, middle 
and high school with very few from pre Kindergarten.
Participants reported their areas of certification by 
checking all areas of certification that they held. This 
data was entered into 9 separate categories that combined 
represented the combinations of certifications held by the 
participants. Table 10 presents the information relevant 
to their responses. It was remarkable that 29.45% of all 
the respondents held administrative certification, while the 
percentage of respondents who listed their current 
professional assignment as a principal was only 18.27%.
Survey respondents were asked to assess their level of 
experience in working with students who have disabilities. 
This indicated by selecting: none, very little, some, a good 
bit, or extensive. This data is presented in Table 11. The 
highest level of experience was reported by special 
education teachers, 74.75% of whom indicated that they had 
extensive experience in working with students who have 
disabilities. A large percentage of both principals and 
general education teachers had at least some experience 
working with students who have disabilities.
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Research Findings 
The research findings of the data analysis are 
discussed in the following section. Research questions 1 
through 6 will be discussed in the first section. The 
second section will contain relevant data to research 
question 7 and the null hypotheses tested to answer it.
Research_Question Findings
Research Question 1
Is the inclusion of students with disabilities in 
regular classrooms an effective practice as perceived by 
principals, general education teachers, and special 
education teachers?
The sub-scale, "Effective Practice" was examined to 
answer this research question. The sub-scale scores ranged 
from a score of 4 (strongly disagree) to 20 (strongly 
agree). Principals and special education teachers both 
reported a median score of 13, while general education 
teachers reported a median score of 11. Considering the 
scores most frequently reported, the principal sub-group 
reported a mode of 10,* general education teachers, 12; and 
special education teachers, 13.
It is notable that the principals' median and mode 
scores represent the widest range of responses on this sub- 
scale. However, 45% of the principals reported scores that 
ranged from 10 to 13. The scores and frequencies for
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principals within this range were as followed: 14 principals 
(12.3%) reported a score of 10, 11 principals (9.6%) 
reported a score of 11, 12 principals (10.5%) reported a 
score of 12, and 14 principals (12.3%) reported a score of 
13.
A score of 12 on this sub-scale represents uncertainty 
as to whether or not inclusion is regarded as an effective 
practice. A score of 16 would indicate agreement that 
inclusion is an effective practice. Educators in this study 
generally are uncertain regarding the effectiveness of 
inclusion. It does, however, appear that special education 
teachers and principals consider inclusion to be slightly 
more effective than general education teachers.
Research. Question 2
To what extent are principals, general education 
teachers, and principals willing to include students with 
special needs in regular classrooms?
The "Willingness to Include" sub-scale was examined to 
answer research question 2. The sub-scale scores ranged 
from 4 (strongly disagree) to 20 (strongly agree). The 
statements in this sub-scale were constructed such that a 
higher level of agreement with each statement also 
represents agreement with a higher degree of inclusion.
Special education teachers reported a median score 11, 
principals reported a median score of 10, and general 
education teachers reported a median score of 9. Both
1 2 6
principals and special education teachers reported modes o£ 
12, while general education teachers reported a mode of 11.
The responses on the "Willingness to Include" sub-scale 
were very similar to those on the "Effective Practice" sub­
scale. Special education teachers, once again, reported 
stronger agreement. Principals followed special education 
teachers and general education teachers were last. There 
was only a one-point difference in the median scores of each 
sub-group of respondents. It can therefore be generally 
concluded, considering that a median score of 12 represents 
uncertainty, that educators in this study were slightly less 
than uncertain about their willingness to include student 
with disabilities into regular classrooms. The more severe 
the disability, the less willing educators were to include 
students into regular classrooms.
Research Question 3
What are the needs of educators in terms of educational 
materials to effectively facilitate the practice of 
inclusion?
This question was answered by presenting responses to 
the 6 items that addressed educational materials needs. 
Educators responded by indicating their strength of 
agreement with each statement, which ranged from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
The statement which elicited the strongest disagreement 
was that textbooks alone are sufficient to teach any
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student. All three sub-groups reported a l for both the 
median and mode. Reporting strong disagreement to this 
statement were: principals, 77.6%; general education 
teachers, 80.2%; and special education teachers, 88.7%.
All other statements had similar responses with 
agreement {4) being the predominant response. The exception 
was of the statement regarding the willingness of 
administrators to provide resources and flexibilities to 
make inclusion a successful practice. Special education 
teachers reported a median and mode of 2, while principals 
and general education teachers reported a median score of 3, 
and principals and general education teachers reported modes 
of 4 and 3, respectively.
Principals most frequently selected "agree" with the 
statement. Forty or 34.5% of principals agreed that 
administrators are willing to provide the necessary 
flexibilities and resources to make inclusion a successful 
practice. Special education teachers "disagreed" at a rate 
of 76, or 39.0% to the same statement. General education 
teachers reported "uncertain" as their most frequent 
response, with 133 or 41.0% responding accordingly.
Educators unanimously reported the strongest need in 
this category as being supplemental educational materials 
other than textbooks alone. The ranked responses varied 
within each of the sub-groups (principals, general education 
teachers and special education teachers). The need was also
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strongly demonstrated for more manipulative and alternative 
instructional materials.
The responses of each of the three sub-groups are 
listed below by their ranked mean scores. The first 
statement in each group possesses the highest mean score and 
the last statement, the lowest.
Principals
The following educational materials statements as 
reported by principals are ranked from highest to lowest in 
terms of their mean scores.
• More manipulative materials are needed for use in
integrated classrooms.
• Alternative instructional materials are necessary
to include students with disabilities into regular 
classrooms.
• Textbooks and other instructional materials should
be purchased jointly by people knowledgeable in 
regular and exceptional development.
• Teachers need to have textbook money and
instructional supplies monies redirected into 
purchasing materials chosen locally by teachers.
• Administrators are willing to provide necessary
resources and flexibilities to make inclusion a 
successful practice.
• Textbooks are all any teachers needs to teach any
student.
General Education Teachers
The following educational materials statements as 
reported by general education teachers are ranked from 
highest to lowest in terms of mean scores.
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• Alternative instructional materials are necessary .
to include students with disabilities into regular 
classrooms.
• More manipulative materials are needed for use in
integrated classrooms.
• Teachers need to have textbook money and
instructional supplies monies redirected into 
purchasing materials chosen locally by teachers.
• Textbooks and other instructional materials should
be purchased jointly by people knowledgeable in 
regular and exceptional development.
• Administrators are willing to provide necessary
resources and flexibilities to make inclusion a 
successful practice.
• Textbooks are all any teacher needs to teach any
student.
Special_Bducation Teachers
The following educational materials statements as 
reported by special education teachers are ranked from 
highest to lowest in terms of their mean scores.
• Textbooks and other instructional materials should
be purchased jointly by people knowledgeable in 
regular and exceptional development.
• More manipulative materials are needed for use in
integrated classrooms.
• Alternative instructional materials are necessary
to include students with disabilities into regular 
classrooms.
• Teachers need to have textbook money and
instructional supplies monies redirected into 
purchasing materials chosen locally by teachers.
• Administrators are willing to provide necessary
resources and flexibilities to make inclusion a 
successful practice.
• Textbooks are all any teacher needs to teach any
student.
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Research Question 4
What are the needs □£ educators in terms o£ 
administrative supports to effectively facilitate the 
practice of inclusion?
Research question 4 was answered by examining the 
responses that educators gave to the statements directly 
regarding administrative supports. Responses were given 
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
The area that elicited the strongest agreement was that 
of needed in-service opportunities on inclusion. Three of 
the statements in this category dealt specifically with the 
need for additional in-service opportunities. Principals 
and special education teachers reported a median and mode of 
5 in response to the statements that additional in-service 
is needed and that the current amount of in-service 
opportunities is insufficient. General education teachers 
reported a median and mode of 4 to the same statements.
A third statement addressed the adequacy of provided 
in-service opportunities. Special education teachers 
reported median and modes of 1 that the provided in-service 
has been adequate. To the same statement, principals and 
general education teachers provided median scores of 2 and 
mode scores of 1.
Two statements related to the method of funding special 
education. All three sub-groups most frequently reported 3, 
or "uncertain" regarding those statements. The one
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exception to this trend is the response given by principals 
on the statement that current funding formulas encourage 
more restrictive placements, wherein the most frequent 
response was 4, "agree".
One statement indicated agreement from all groups that 
administrators should seek the merger of general education 
and special education to make best use of available 
resources and to more effectively serve the needs of all 
learners. Considering this statement, the most frequent 
response in all three sub-groups was 4, "agree".
Special education teachers tied their responses with 
70, or 35.9% each for 4, "agree1 and 5, "strongly agree". 
Median and mode scores were 4 across all groups, with the 
exception of general education teachers, who reported a 
median of 3.
All educators reported median and mode scores of 4 
across all three sub-groups to the statement that 
administrators should adjust class-size to encourage 
inclusion. The single exception was that special education 
teachers reported a mode of 5.
Principals and general education teachers reported a 
median of 4 and a mode of 5 to the statement that principals 
should attend IEP meetings. Special education teachers 
responded with a median and mode of 5. The most frequent 
response within all three sub-groups was 5, "strongly 
agree".
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All sub-groups indicated that the strongest need in 
terms of administrative supports was that of additional in- 
service on inclusion. They also indicated that previous in- 
service opportunities have been inadequate. Educators 
expressed a strong agreement that principals should attend 
IEP Meetings.
Respondents were less certain about funding mechanisms 
and processes involving special education. There was 
agreement that general education and special education 
should merge to make the best use of available educational 
resources.
The statements regarding administrative supports are 
listed below in rank order by sub-groups, with the first 
statement having the highest mean and the last statement, 
the lowest.
Principals
The responses by principals regarding the 
administrative supports statements are ranked from highest 
to lowest by the mean score of each statement.
• Additional in-service opportunities should be
presented to better prepare teachers to adapt 
instruction to meet the needs of all children.
• Principals need to attend IEP Meetings.
• Administrators should seek the merger of special
education and regular education to more 
effectively serve the needs of all students and to 
make the best use of available resources,
• Current funding formulas encourage schools to
provide more restrictive placements for students
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with disabilities.
• Administrators should adjust class size to
encourage inclusion.
• The methods £or funding special education
encourages schools to integrate students with 
disabilities.
• Administrators have provided adequate in-service on
inclusion.
• Teachers have already had too much inservice on
inclusion.
General__Education_ Teachers
The responses by general education teachers regarding 
the administrative supports statements are ranked from 
highest to lowest by the mean score of each statement.
• Additional in-service opportunities should be
presented to better prepare teachers to adapt 
instruction to meet the needs of all children.
• Principals need to attend IEP Meetings.
• Administrators should adjust class size to
encourage inclusion.
• Administrators should seek the merger of special
education and regular education to more 
effectively serve the needs of all students and to 
make the best use of available resources.
• Teachers have already had too much inservice on
inclusion.
• Current funding formulas encourage schools to
provide more restrictive placements for students 
with disabilities.
• Administrators have provided adequate in-service on
inclusion.
• The methods for funding special education
encourages schools to integrate students with 
disabilities.
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Special Education Teachers
The responses by special education teachers regarding 
the administrative supports statements are ranked from 
highest to lowest by the mean score of each statement.
• Additional in-service opportunities should be
presented to better prepare teachers to adapt 
instruction to meet the needs of all children.
• Principals need to attend IEP Meetings.
• Administrators should adjust class size to
encourage inclusion.
• Administrators should seek the merger of special
education and regular education to more 
effectively serve the needs of all students and to 
make the best use of available resources.
• Current funding formulas encourage schools to
provide more restrictive placements for students 
with disabilities.
• The methods for funding special education
encourages schools to integrate students with 
disabilities.
• Administrators have provided adequate in-service on
inclusion.
• Teachers have already had too much inservice on
inclusion.
Research Ouestion_£
What are the needs of educators in terms of curriculum 
and instructional practices to effectively facilitate the 
practice of inclusion?
All sub-groups of study participants indicated 
"agreement", with median and mode scores of 4, to the 
statements that cooperative grouping and teacher pairing are
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effective practices to facilitate integration, and that 
learners should be allowed to progress through the 
curriculum at various paces. The frequency of responses 
also indicated that all sub-groups agree, with the most 
frequent response being 4, "agree".
Principals and special education teachers reported 
"strong agreement", with median and mode scores of 5, to the 
statement that the curriculum should provide for a multiple 
approach, involving visual, tactile, and other sensory 
stimuli. General education teachers reported median and 
mode scores of 4, indicating "agreement".
General education teachers and principals reported 
"disagreement" that traditional instructional methods such 
as lecture, study, and reading, are effective for all 
learners. Those two sub-groups reported median scores of 2. 
Principals reported a mode score of 2, and general education 
teachers reported a mode of 1. Special education teachers 
reported "strong disagreement" with the statement, and 
median and mode scores of 1.
All groups responded similarly to the statement 
regarding their level of comfortability with curricular 
adaptations, necessitated by inclusion. With the exception 
of general education teachers1 median score of 3, all sub­
groups reported median and mode scores of 4.
Special education teachers reported "strong 
disagreement” that all students in regular classes should be
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expected to complete the same amount of material.
Principals and general education teachers reported 
"disagreement", with a median of 2, to the same statement. 
Principals and special education teachers selected "strongly 
disagree" as their most frequent response.
The three sub-groups demonstrated "disagreement", with 
a median score of 2, to the statement that general education 
teachers know how to modify and adapt their teaching to meet 
the needs of all students. The mode scores were also 2, 
with the one exception being that of special education 
teachers, who reported a mode of 1.
The statement regarding peer tutoring of being of no 
value to students with severe disabilities was disagreed to 
by all sub-groups. Principals and special education 
teachers reported "disagreement", with median and mode 
scores of 2. Special education teachers reported "strong 
disagreement" with median and mode scores of 1.
Special education teachers and principals, and general 
education teachers reported a median score of 3, "uncertain" 
and a mode of 2 to the statement that the development of 
basic skills is more important than concentrating on higher 
order thinking. The single exception was that general 
education teachers reported a mode score of 4.
Responding to the statement that it is a more important 
approach to remediate weaknesses for students with 
disabilities , principals and general education teachers
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responded with a median and mode of 4, "agree", Special 
educators responded similarly with a median of 3, 
"uncertain", and a mode of 4.
Respondents across all three sub-groups ranked as their 
first statement that the curriculum should allow for a 
multiple approach, giving consideration to multi-sensory 
stimulation. This demonstrated a great need for the 
instructional strategies and practices of teachers to 
incorporate a multiple approach in the integrated classroom, 
Respondents indicated a need for the curriculum to 
allow students to progress at different paces, and produce 
different amounts of work. Traditional teaching methods and 
strategies were not perceived as effective for all learners.
Most study participants indicated that instructional 
strategies such as cooperative grouping, paired teaching, 
and peer tutoring are needed in integrated classrooms. 
Remediation of weakness areas was reported by all sub-groups 
as a most important area of need. General education 
teachers agreed that remediation of basic skills is more 
important that higher order thinking. Special education 
teachers and principals reported the opposite.
The perception that general education teachers do not 
know how to modify and adapt instruction was strong among 
all groups. All groups agreed that inclusion necessitates 
curricular adaptations with which they are comfortable.
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Principals
The responses by principals regarding the 
Curriculum/Instructional Practices statements are ranked 
from highest to lowest by the mean score of each statement.
• The curriculum should allow for a multiple approach
to instruction (visual, tactile, etc...).
• Students should be allowed to progress through the
curriculum at various paces.
• Pairing a regular classroom teacher with a special
education teacher is a good practice to serve the 
needs of an integrated classroom.
• Using cooperative groups is a good instructional
practice for including students with disabilities 
into regular classrooms.
• Including students with disabilities necessitates
curricular adaptations that I am comfortable with.
• The most important approach in teaching a student
with a disability is to provide remedial 
opportunities for the area of weakness.
• It is more important for students to receive
remedial help in deficient basic skill areas than 
to concentrate on higher order thinking.
• General education teachers know how to modify and
adapt their teaching to meet the needs of all 
children.
• All students in regular classes should be expected
to complete the same amount of material.
• Traditional teaching methods/strategies (e.g.
lecture, study, reading) are effective for all 
learners.
• Peer tutoring is of no value to students who have
severe disabilities.
General_Education Teachers
The responses by principals regarding the
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Curriculum/Instructional Practices statements are ranked 
from highest to lowest by the mean score of each statement.
• The curriculum should allow for a multiple approach
to instruction (visual, tactile, etc...).
• Pairing a regular classroom teacher with a special
education teacher is a good practice to serve the 
needs of an integrated classroom.
• Students should be allowed to progress through the
curriculum at various paces.
• Using cooperative groups is a good instructional
practice for including students with disabilities 
into regular classrooms.
• The most important approach in teaching a student
with a disability is to provide remedial 
opportunities for the area of weakness.
• It is more important for students to receive
remedial help in deficient basic skill areas than 
to concentrate on higher order thinking.
• Including students with disabilities necessitates
curricular adaptations that I am comfortable with.
• All students in regular classes should be expected
to complete the same amount of material.
• General education teachers know how to modify and
adapt their teaching to meet the needs of all 
children.
• Peer tutoring is of no value to students who have
severe disabilities.
• Traditional teaching methods/strategies (e.g.
lecture, study, reading) are effective for all 
learners.
Special Education Teachers
The responses by general education teachers regarding 
the Curriculum/Instructional Practices statements are ranked 
from highest to lowest by the mean score of each statement.
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• The curriculum should allow for a multiple approach
to instruction (visual, tactile, etc...).
• Students should be allowed to progress through the
curriculum at various paces.
• Using cooperative groups is a good instructional
practice for including students with disabilities 
into regular classrooms.
• Pairing a regular classroom teacher with a special
education teacher is a good practice to serve the 
needs of an integrated classroom.
• Including students with disabilities necessitates
curricular adaptations that I am comfortable with.
• The most important approach in teaching a student
with a disability is to provide remedial 
opportunities for the area of weakness.
• It is more important for students to receive
remedial help in deficient basic skill areas than 
to concentrate on higher order thinking.
• General education teachers know how to modify and
adapt their teaching to meet the needs of all 
children.
• Peer tutoring is of no value to students who have
severe disabilities.
• All students in regular classes should be expected
to complete the same amount of material.
• Traditional teaching methods/strategies (e.g.
lecture, study, reading) are effective for all 
learners.
Research Question 6
What are the beliefs of principals, general education 
teachers, and special education teachers about the effect of 
inclusion on typical, or non-handicapped students?
There were three statements on the survey instrument 
that addressed educators' perceptions that inclusion has an
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effect on typical, or non-handicapped learners. The 
responses ranged from 1 (strong disagreement) to 5 (strong 
agreement).
Principals and general education teachers reported a 
median score of 3, "uncertain" to the statement that the 
learning of typical students is inhibited when disabled 
student are placed in regular classrooms. Principals 
reported a mode score of 4, "agree", and general education 
teachers reported a mode of 2 to the same statement.
Special education teachers reported a median and mode score 
of 2.
All sub-groups reported median and mode scores of 4 to 
the statement that typical students accept handicapped 
students as classmates in regular classrooms.
Responses to the statement that typical students' 
making fun of students with disabilities is more frequent in 
integrated classrooms were as followed: principals and
special education teachers reported median and mode scores 
of 2, while general education teachers reported a median 
score of 3 and a mode score of 2.
Principals and General Education Teachers
The responses by principals and general education 
teachers to the belief statements are ranked from highest to 
lowest by the mean score of each statement. The mean 
ranking of items was identical for the two groups.
• Non-handicapped or typical students accept students
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with handicaps as classmates in integrated 
settings.
• The learning o£ typical or non-handicapped students
is inhibited when handicapped students are placed 
into regular classrooms.
• Non-handicapped, or typical students' making £un of
students with disabilities is more frequent in 
integrated classroom settings.
Special Education.Teachers
The responses by special education teachers to the 
belief statements are ranked from highest to lowest by the 
mean score of each statement.
• Non-handicapped or typical students accept students
with handicaps as classmates in integrated 
settings.
• Non-handicapped, or typical students' making fun of
students with disabilities is more frequent in 
integrated classroom settings.
• The learning of typical or non-handicapped students
is inhibited when handicapped students are placed 
into regular classrooms.
Research Question 7
Are there any significant differences between 
demographic variables and the responses elicited from the 
survey items?
Null Hypotheses for Research Question 7 
H„l: There will be no significant difference in the
responses of males and females on all sub-scales. 
The Mann-Whitney U Test was used to determine if there 
was a significant difference in attitudes toward inclusion
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between male and female respondents. Male and Female 
responses were compared on the 5 sub-scales. Two of the 
sub-scales yielded differences that were significant at the 
.05 level.
The Curriculum and Instructional sub-scale provided a 
statistically significant difference in male and female 
responses. The mean rank for males was 256.76 and 322.54 
for females. The U value was 30223.0 and the probability 
was .0000.
The second sub-scale that produced a statistically 
significant difference between male and female responses was 
the Administrative sub-scale. The mean rank for males was 
251.21 and 322.97 for females. The U value was 29203.5 and 
the probability was .0000.
The Willingness to Include sub-scale did not produce a 
statistically significant difference in responses between 
males and females. The responses were, however, notable.
The mean rank of males was 291.46 and 317.51 for females.
The U value was 37233.0 with a probability of .0927.
The null hypothesis was rejected with the exception of 
the Attitudinal, Effective Practice, and Willingness to 
Include sub-scales. Females tended to agree more than males 
on the Curriculum/Instructional and the Administrative sub- 
scales.
H„2: There will be no significant difference in the
willingness to include based on the respondent's
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level of education,
A Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance was computed to 
determine if there was a significant difference in the 
willingness to include based on the respondents' level of 
education. This data analysis yielded no significant 
differences among the respondents' willingness to include 
based on level of education. The Kruskal-Wallis chi-square 
was 5.5588 with a probability of .2346.
The null hypothesis was retained.
H„3: There will be no significant difference in the 
perception that inclusion is an effective 
practice based on the level of experience in 
working with students who have disabilities.
A Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance was computed to 
determine if there was a significant difference in the 
perception that inclusion is an effective practice based on 
the level of experience in working with students who have 
disabilities. Study participants were asked to indicate 
their level of experience in working with students who have 
disabilities by selecting one of 5 categories that best 
described their experience level. They were: none (1), very 
little (2), some (3), a good bit (3), or extensive (5).
The mean ranks were as followed: none, 216.81; very
little, 230.88; some, 292.10; a good bit, 313.40; and 
extensive, 366.11. The Kruskal-Wallis chi-square was 
47.5097 and the probability was .0000. The statistical
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difference was significant at the .05 level.
The Mann-Whitney U Test was used in comparing the 
responses of each category pair within the experience level 
variable. This was performed as a post-hoc calculation to 
determine which pairs were significantly different. All of 
the paired responses were significantly different, with the 
higher level of experience receiving the higher mean rank in 
each case. The exceptions to this trend were the pairs: (1) 
none and very little, (2) and some and a good bit. The null 
hypothesis was rejected.
H„4: There will be no significant difference in the 
willingness to include students between 
educators who work in elementary schools and 
educators who work in middle schools and high 
schools.
A Mann-Whitney U Test was used to determine if there 
was a significant difference in the willingness to include 
students between educators who work in elementary schools 
and those who work in middle schools and high schools. 
Educators indicated on the survey instrument the current 
level at which they were employed. Prior to the analysis of 
this data, middle and high school educators were regrouped 
into a single category.
The mean rank of elementary educators was 313.72 and 
304.29 for middle and high school teachers. The U value was 
45453.0 and the probability was .5126. There was no
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significant statistical difference at the .05 level. The 
null hypothesis was retained.
H05: Responses by principals, general education
teachers, and special education teachers will not 
be significantly different in the areas: 
attitudinal ,* curriculum and instruction,- 
administrative supports; effective practice; and 
willingness to include.
The Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance was used to 
determine if differences existed in the responses by 
principals, general education teachers, and special 
education teachers on each of the five sub-scales. The 
differences among principals, general education teachers, 
and special education teachers were statistically 
significant at the .05 level on all of the 5 sub-scales.
As the case was throughout the study, special education 
teachers had the highest mean scores, followed by 
principals, followed by general education teachers.
On the attitudinal sub-scale, principals had a mean 
score of 339.25; special education teachers, 270.57; and 
special education teachers, 347.95. The Kruskal-Wallis chi- 
square was 27.0201 and the probability was .0000.
The Mann-Whitney U Test post-hoc results indicated 
significant differences in the responses of: (1) general 
education teachers and special education teachers, and (2) 
principals and general education teachers. There were no
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significant differences between the responses of special 
education teachers and principals. In each paired test, 
special education teachers and principals were significantly 
more pro-inclusion on the attitudinal sub-scale than general 
education teachers.
The Curriculum and Instructional Practices sub-scale 
produced mean ranks as followed: Principals, 320.31; general 
education teachers, 256.08; and special education teachers, 
383.16. The Kruskal-Wallis chi-square was 61.5068 and the 
probability was .0000.
The Mann-Whitney post-hoc calculations on the 
Curriculum and Instruction sub-scale indicated significant 
differences between each pair of respondent categories. 
Special education teachers reported scores that were 
significantly higher than either principals or general 
education teachers, and principals reported scores that were 
significantly higher than general education teachers.
The mean ranking of educators on the Administrative 
sub-scale was: Principals, 262.55; general education 
teachers, 257.31; and special education teachers, 409.02.
The Kruskal-Wallis chi-square was 95.7412 and the 
probability was .0000.
The post-hoc Mann-Whitney U Test was performed on the 
pairs of respondents within each sub-group on the 
Administrative sub-scale. Significant differences were 
found between the responses of: (1) general education
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teachers and special education teachers, and (2) special 
education teachers and principals. There was no significant 
difference in the responses of principals and general 
education teachers.
Special education teachers indicated a significantly 
higher acceptance of administrative practices toward 
facilitating inclusion than either principals or general 
education teachers. Principals and general education 
teachers indicated very similar responses by reporting only 
a 2.69 difference in their mean rank scores with a U of 
16732.5 and a probability of .8414.
The Effective Practice sub-scale produced mean scores 
of: principals, 347.06; general education teachers, 273.48; 
and special eduction teachers, 349.11. The Kruskal-Wallis 
chi-square was 27.2278 and the probability was .0000.
Post-hoc tests were performed on the responses of the 
paired groups by computing the Mann-Whitney U Test 
statistic. Significant differences were found on the 
Effective Practice sub-scale between (1) general education 
teachers and special education teachers, and (2) principals 
and general education teachers. There was no statistically 
significant difference between the responses of special 
education teachers and principals.
Special education teachers indicated a significantly 
higher belief than general education teachers that inclusion 
is an effective practice. The same relationship was true of
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principals to general education teachers.
The final sub-scale analyzed was the Willingness to 
Include sub-scale. The mean rank scores were: principals,
331.19; general education teachers, 277.86; and special 
education teachers, 365.02. The Kruskal-Wallis chi-square 
was 29.1364 and the probability was .0000.
The Mann-Whitney U Test was performed on the pairs of 
respondents within across the sub-groups. Significant 
differences were found to exist between the responses of:
(1) general education teachers and special education 
teachers, and (2) principals and general eduction teachers. 
There were no significant differences between special 
education teachers and principals on the Willingness to 
Include sub-scale. Special education teachers and principals 
were significantly more willing to include than general 
education teachers in each paired test.
The null hypothesis was rejected without exception.
H06 : There will be no significant difference in the
perception that inclusion is an effective practice 
between educators who hold elementary 
certification and those who do not.
A Mann-Whitney U Test was used to determine if there 
was a significant difference in the perception that 
inclusion is an effective practice between educators who 
hold elementary certification and those who do not. 
Respondents indicated all the areas of certifications which
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they held. All educators who held elementary certification 
were grouped together prior to the analysis of this data.
The second group consisted of all other educators who held 
certifications other than elementary.
The educators who held elementary certification had a 
mean rank score of 305.04, and the second group had a score 
of 316.42. The U value was 42364.0, and the probability was 
.4527. The difference was no statistically significant at 
the .05 level. The null hypothesis was retained.
H07: There will be no significant relationship between 
years of experience and the willingness to include 
students with disabilities into regular 
classrooms.
The Spearman's correlation coefficient was used to 
determine if there a relationship between the years of 
experience and the willingness to include students with 
disabilities in regular classrooms. A rho value of -.12801 
and a probability of .00135 was obtained by this 
calculation.
The results of the Spearman's correlation coefficient 
indicated a statistically significant, inverse relationship 
between the number of years of experience and the 
willingness to include at the .05 level. The indication was 
that the more years of experience educators had, the less 
likely they were to be willing to include students with 
disabilities in regular classrooms. Therefore, the null
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hypothesis was rejected.
Conclusions
The data for this study were collected from 116 
principals, 324 general education teachers, and 195 special 
education teachers who were randomly selected from the First 
Educational District of Northeast Tennessee. The 
respondents completed and returned a survey instrument that 
was developed for the study. The following statements will 
address the conclusions drawn from the research questions 
and the seven null hypotheses.
1. The support for inclusion is greatest from special 
education teachers, followed by principals, followed by 
general education teachers.
2. Principals, general education teachers, and special 
education teachers have similar beliefs about inclusion as 
an effective practice and uncertain about their willingness 
to include students with disabilities in regular classrooms. 
Principals, general education teachers, and special 
education teachers are neither strongly opposed to, nor 
strongly in favor of inclusion.
3. Educators across all three sub-groups indicate that 
more and varied educational materials are needed to 
facilitate the practice of inclusion.
4. Educators indicate strong agreement that additional 
in-service opportunities are needed, and that previous in­
1 5 2
services have been inadequate.
5. Educators believe that alternative instructional 
approaches are necessary to facilitate inclusion, and that 
traditional methods are not effective for all learners.
6. Females support inclusionary practices in the areas 
of Curriculum and Instructional practices and Administrative 
supports more strongly than males.
7. Educators who have had more experience in working 
with student who have disabilities more strongly agree that 
inclusion is an effective practice.
8. Educators who have more years of experience are 
less willing to include students with disabilities in 
regular classrooms.
Recommendations
The following recommendations are relevant to this 
research study:
1, Intensive in-service opportunities should be 
provided for educators by those who have extensive knowledge 
regarding how to effectively practice inclusion.
2. Collaboration between regular and special educators 
should be practiced prior to purchasing or acquiring 
educational materials.
3. Teachers should develop and practice a variety of 
instructional methods to meet the needs of all learners 
through in-service opportunities.
4, This study should be replicated in another part of
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the State o£ Tennessee and in other geographic areas.
5. This study should be replicated in Northeast 
Tennessee in 5-7 years.
6. The results of this study should be examined by 
school districts as they plan for more inclusive educational 
settings.
1 5 4
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SURVEY ON INCLUSION
PLEASE CHECK THE APPROPRIATE BOXES:
□ MALE □ FEMALE
EDUCATION LEVEL
□ BACHELOR1S DEGREE
□ SOME GRADUATE WORK
□ MASTER’S DEGREE
□ SPECIALIST'S DEGREE
□ DOCTORATE
CERTIFICATION O 
(check all □ 
that apply) □
ELEMENTARY (101, 01) 
SPECIAL EDUCATION 
SUBJECT/AREA 
CERTIFIED
(math, science, art, 
etc...)
ADMINSTRATION
YEARS OF EXPERIENCE 
a 0-3 □ 4-7 □ 8-9 □ 10+
EMPLOYED IN GRADES
□ PRE K □ ELEMENTARY
□ MIDDLE □ HIGH
LEVEL OF EXPERIENCE IN 
WORKING_WITH STUDENTS WITH 
DISABILITIES
□ NONE P VERY LITTLE
□ SOME □ A GOOD BIT
□ EXTENSIVE
CURRENT ASSIGNMENT
□ GENERAL EDUCATION TEACHER
□ SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER 
O PRINCIPAL
Please circle the number that represents your level of agreement 
with each statement.
1-STRONGLY DISAGREE 2-DISAGREB 
3-UNCERTAIN 
4-AGREE 5-STRONGLY AGREE
1. Including students with disabilities 1 2 3 4 S
into regular classrooms is an effective
practice.
2. Students with disabilities learn better 1 2  3 4 5
when placed in regular classrooms, rather
than in "pull-out" classes.
3. Including students with disabilities 1 2 3 4 5
necessitates curricular adaptations
that I am comfortable with.
4. The learning of typical or non-handicapped 
students is inhibited when handicapped 
students are placed into regular classrooms.
1 2 3 4 5
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1-STRONGLY DISAGREE 2-DISAGREE
3-UNCERTAIN
4-AGREE 5-STRONGLY AGREE
5. Alternative instructional materials 1 2  3 4 5
are necessary to Include students with
learning disabilities into regular classrooms.
6. Principals need to attend IEP meetings. 1 2  3 4 5
7. All children learn more effectively 1 2  3 4 5
when they are taught in integrated settings,
6, Pairing a regular classroom teacher 1 2 3 4 5
with a special education teacher is a 
good practice to serve the needs of an 
integrated classroom.
9. Administrators have provided 1 2  3 4 5
adequate inservice training on inclusion.
10. Only children with mild learning 1 2  3 4 5
disabilities benefit from being included
in regular classrooms,
11. Traditional teaching methods/strategies 1 2  3 4 5
(e.g. lecture, study, reading) are effective
for all learners.
12. Administrators should adjust class 
si2e to encourage inclusion.
13. All children should be included in 
regular classrooms, regardless of 
their level of disability.
14. Using cooperative groups is a good 
instructional practice for including 
students with disabilities into 
regular classrooms.
15. The methods for funding special 
education encourages schools to integrate 
students with disabilities.
16. All students in regular classrooms 1 2  3 4 5
should be expected to complete the same
amount of material,
17. Students with severe disabilities 1 2  3 4 5
(e.g. autistic, severely mentally retarded)
should be educated in regular classrooms,
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
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ie.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
1-STRONGLY DISAGREE 2-DISAGREE
3-UNCERTAIN
4-AGREE 5-STRONGLY AGREE
The moot Important approach in teaching 1 2  3 4 5
a student with a disability is to provide 
remedial opportunities for the area of weakness.
Non-handicapped, or typical students 1 2  3 4 5
accept students with handicaps as 
classmates in integrated classroom settings.
It is more important for students to 1 2  3 4 5
receive remedial help in deficient basic 
skill areas than to concentrate on higher 
order thinking.
Non-handicapped, or typical students' 1 2  3 4 5
making fun of students with disabilities 
is more frequent in integrated classroom 
settings.
Students should be allowed to progress 1 2  3 4 5
through the curriculum at various paces.
Administrators should seek the 1 2  3 4 5
merger of special education and
regular education to more effectively
serve the needs of all students and
to make the best use of available resources.
Textbooks and other instructional 1 2  3 4 5
materials should be purchased jointly 
by people knowledgeable in regular and 
exceptional development.
The curriculum should allow for a 1 2  3 4 5
multiple approach to instruction 
(visual, tactile, etc...)
Current funding formulas 1 2  3 4 5
encourage schools to provide more 
restrictive placements for 
students with disabilities.
General education teachers know 1 2  3 4 5
how to modify and adapt their 
teaching to meet the needs of 
all children.
Additional in-service opportunities 1 2  3 4 5
should be presented to better prepare
teachers to adapt instruction to meet
the needs of all learners in the
regular classroom.
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1-STRONGLY DISAGREE 2-DISAGREE
3-UNCERTAIN
4-AGREE 5-STRONGLY AGREE
29. Children who have been served 1 2  3 4 5
in isolated settings should be
returned to mainstreamed settings 
a£ter collaboration has occurred 
between general and special 
education teachers
30. Teachers have already had 1 2  3 4 5
too much inservice on inclusion.
31. Students who have learning 1 2  3 4 5
disabilities are generally better
served academically in "pull-out" 
classroom situations than in integrated 
classroom settings.
32. Administrators are willing 1 2  3 4 5
to provide necessary resources
and flexibilities to make 
inclusion a successful practice,
33. Peer tutoring is of no value to 1 2  3 4 5
students who have severe disabilities.
34. More manipulative materials 1 2  3 4 5
are needed for use in integrated classrooms.
35. Teachers need to have textbook and 1 2  3 4 5
instructional supplies monies redirected
into purchasing materials chosen locally 
by teachers.
35. Textbooks are all any teacher needs 1 2  3 4 5
to teach any student.
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DAVID ALAN COX 
518 Edgewood St.
Mb. Carmel, TN 37645
(615) 357-3034
March 21, 1994
Dear Northeast Tennessee Educator:
As a doctoral student at East Tennessee State University in the 
Department of Educational Leadership and Policy Analysis, I am 
currently in the data-gathering phase of my dissertation 
research,
I would certainly appreciate it if you would take about 10 
minutes to respond to my survey instrument on inclusion. Your 
extremely valuable input will add to the growing body of research 
on this current and relevant topic and will help educators to 
better plan for meeting the needs of all students.
The purpose of my study is to identify and rank the perceived 
needs that Northeast Tennessee educators have regarding the 
practice of inclusion of students with disabilities into regular 
education settings. A description of inclusion is provided on 
the back side of this letter, as well as a couple of 
illustrations, which will help clarify the use of the term, 
"inclusion”.
Your anonymity is guaranteed as a participant in thiB study and 
the responses you provide will be confidential. I would, however, 
appreciate it if you would return the index card that bears your 
address label to help me identify those who have not completed 
the survey instrument. As your response is opened, the card and 
the survey will be separated and no link will be made between 
your responses and your identity.
Please complete and return the survey instrument to me by March 
31, 1994, I would be happy to share the results of my survey 
after all the data have been analyzed.
Please feel free to contact me or the Institutional Review Board 
at East Tennessee State University [(615) 929-6134] if you have 
any questions or concerns.
Thank you very much.
Sincerely,
David A. Cox
Note: T h e m  are no risks to participants in this study. Any recipient of this Instrument may decline to 
participate in the study. By returning the completed survey, participants are consenting to take part In 
the research project.
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INCLUSION STUDY
In my study I am defining inclusion as an educational setting in 
which the student:
1. Attends the school which he/she would otherwise attend, 
regardless of any disabilities or handicaps which
he/she may possess.
2. Is included in classes with other students who are the 
same age, and who do not have disabilities or handicaps.
3. Receives supports that are determined necessary by the 
student's IBP- Team (Individualized Education Program Team) 
within the regular classroom for a portion of, or for the 
whole of the student's school day.
4. May have only as a goal to be included with other 
students who are the same age and who are not disabled or 
handicapped (no specific academic goals).
To further clarify what is meant by inclusion as related to this 
study, I have provided two brief scenarios to illustrate the 
instructional situation being studied.
INCLUSIVE SCHOOL
Johnathon is a middle school student who was born with Down's Syndrome. 
He rides a regular bus to and from school each day along with his 
siblings and neighbors. He participates in most of the classroom 
activities that the other students his own age participate in. In some 
of his classes, a special education teacher co-teaches with the regular 
teacher to provide Johnathon the supports and extra help he needs. He 
does have some individualized Instruction that is provided by a special 
education teacher, and by some of his non-handicapped peers, all of 
which is coordinated by a special education teacher.
Sharon is a fourth grade student who has a learning disability in 
reading comprehension and written expression. She has Language in a 
regular class in which a special education teacher works cooperatively 
with her Language teacher to modify her instructional program. In 
Sharon's Language class, the teacher uses cooperative grouping and other 
non-traditional instructional strategies.
NON-INCLUSIVE SCHOOL
Rob is in the seventh grade. He is classified as being moderately 
mentally retarded. He rides a special education bus to and from school 
each day. Rob has a homeroom and lunch with other students who are not 
handicapped, but aside from that, his entire day is spent in classes 
with other students who have similar disabilities.
Jennifer is in the fifth grade. She has learning disabilities in math 
and reading. She is served in "pull-out1' math, reading, and Language in 
a resource room with other students who have similar learning 
disabilities. The teacher of these classes is a special education 
teacher. She is on consultation in a regular Science and Social Studies 
class.
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DAVID ALAN COX
518 Edgewood St.
Mfc. Carmel, TN 37845
(615) 357-3034
April 18, 1994
Dear Northeast Tennessee Educator:
Recently I sent you a survey on inclusion to gather data for my 
doctoral dissertation research. At the time of this mailing I 
have not received a response from you, or the index card was not 
returned with your with your completed survey (please disregard 
in this case).
I recognize that you are a busy professional and do not have an 
abundance of time that you can devote to areas other than your 
teaching. I would, however, be extremely appreciative if you 
would take about 10 minutes to respond to the survey and return 
it in the provided self-addressed, stamped envelope as soon as 
possible.
The findings of this study will help educators to better assess, 
plan, and implement instructional programs for all learners.
Your participation is greatly needed in making this study more 
reliable and valid.
Once again, your anonymity is guaranteed as a participant in this 
study. Thank you for your time and anticipated response.
Sincerely,
David A . Cox
APPENDIX D
East Tennessee State University 
College o f  Education
Human Development and Laarning * Box 70548 • Johnion City, T annaaiaa  37014-0548 • |015) 029-4440,44H
April 11, 1994
David Cox 
518 Edgewood St.
Mt. Carmel, TN 37645
Dear David,
Thank you for the opportunity to review your survey instrument. I believe that the 
survey addresses several important issues that are reflected in the literature pertaining to 
inclusion. These issues include the following: attitudes of general and special Educators, 
effectiveness of strategies, materials available for inclusion, etc. I made several editorial 
comments for your information.
One of my concerns in general regarding inclusion today is that many schools and 
educators are not implementing "true" inclusion. By "true" inclusion I mean placing students 
with disabilities according to their needs in general education settings with appropriate 
supports. It would be interesting to see if the "setting" affected the results of your survey. 
That is, the more successfully implemented the inclusion program, the more positive the 
attitudes of teachers. Please keep me posted on your results.
In summary, I believe that your does have face validity. Thanks again for the 
opportunity to review and give my input.
Sincerely
Maureen Conroy, Ph.D.
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STATEMENT OF PERMISSION TO USE SURVEY ITEMS
The survey Instrument used in this* study was developed using 
some items originally written and developed by Jan Rasmusson 
Bootsma for her dissertation. Barriers To. the Inclusion of Students 
With Disabilities in Regular Classrooms. University of Minnesota, 
1993.
Permission to use these items, exclusively for the purpose of 
this study has been granted by the author.
Signed,
Z X i g W -  /£   Date:
Dr, *"5an Rasmusson Bootsma
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